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ABSTRACT 
This research project has examined three aspects of archaeological resource 
management in New Zealand. The New Zealand Archaeological Association Site 
Recording Scheme is the national database for archaeological site information, and is 
often utilised by planning officers in the creation of district plans. Using a selection of 
sites from the Kaikoura District, an archaeological field survey and assessment was 
conducted in June 2005. The resulting data was used to facilitate an analysis of the 
accuracy of the data contained within the site record files. The Kaikoura District was 
chosen for analysis due to the convenience of a wide range of sites within a contained 
area, and due to a request on part of the local iwi, District Council officers for assistance 
in the upgrading of their provisions for the protection of archaeological sites. 
An analysis was done on the Kaikoura District Plan, currently still in the proposal 
stage. Global Positioning Systems (GPS) and Geographic Information Systems (GIS) are 
enjoying more prominence in archaeology as the technology becomes easier to use. To 
aid in the analysis of the Site Recording Scheme, each site was mapped with GPS and the 
information imported into a GIS program. This information was also incorporated into a 
discussion on the issue of typology, and the question of 'what is a site?'. These issues are 
relevant to both the Site Recording Scheme and the use of archaeologists' knowledge in 
planning processes. 
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The findings of this research showed that the Kaikoura District Plan is strong on 
paper, but the fact that the archaeological information has been badly incorporated into 
the provisions means that protection will be lacking. Two problems arise with the Site 
Recording Scheme, the first is that many of the sites have only been recorded once, and 
this often in the 1960s when the scheme was first begun. The second problem relates to 
that of typology; because of the nature of archaeological sites, many require more than 
one type to fully describe what the site is. This poses problems for the integration of 
archaeologists' knowledge into the planning process, as planning officers and other 
stakeholders require more definite identification. Having two or more site types, 
combined with grid references that only indicate the presence of an archaeological site 
may lead to confusion which will make the protection of these features more difficult. 
It was suggested that in the future, a set procedure should be put in place to ensure 
continuity in the way in which grid references are created. Clearly, the Kaikoura District 
Plan would benefit most from a clearer understanding of the archaeological knowledge it 
employs, as well as an appreciation of the values of these archaeological sites. The 
question of typology will continue to be a problem, it will be most important for 
archaeologists and planners alike to make it clear what sort of typology they are 
following, and to outline their reasons for its use. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Kaikoura District is one rich in archaeological heritage; this means that the 
protection of this heritage will be an issue of concern to both the district council and to 
archaeologists. The archaeology of this district is spread along the entire coastline, 
extending inland to the feet of the Kaikoura Ranges, with a few pa sites in the foothills 
and other sites higher still. In a situation such as this, especially on the Kaikoura 
Peninsula which has an unusual concentration of sites, and areas under heavy 
development pressure, problems arise related to the management, protection, and 
conservation of sites. This thesis will focus on the problems related to the integration of 
archaeological knowledge into the planning processes, using the Kaikoura District as an 
example; and an analysis of the effectiveness of the New Zealand Archaeological 
Association (NZAA) Site Recording Scheme (SRS) in the planning process. 
1.1 The Kaikoura District 
The Kaikoura District stretches from the Haumuri Bluffs to a point just north of 
Kekerengu, bordered on the west by the Clarence River and the inland Kaikoura Ranges, 
and the Pacific Ocean on the east; Figure 1 shows the extent of the site, taken from the 
Proposed District Plan (2004). 
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I 
Figure I- The boundaries of the Kaikoura District (KDC 2004:2) 
The landscape is incredibly varied, with mountain ranges to the west, running down into 
coastal flats; including shingle fans, swamp remnants, sand and gravel beaches and 
limestone outcrops (Kaikoura District Council [KDC] 2004: 1). The district covers a land 
area of approximately 2048km2, with a population of 3,483 at the 2001 Census (KDC 
2006). There are numerous reserves and protected areas under the management of the 
Department of Conservation (DoC), as well as the Fyffe Historic Precinct, a registered 
historic area under the care of Historic Places Trust (HPT). The town of Kaikoura is the 
main centre of the district, with the rest of the district mostly rural with scattered small 
settlements (KDC 2004). The KDC is the main body responsible for the management of 
the district, under Section 31 of the Resource Management Act 1991. These functions 
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are enacted through the Kaikoura District Plan, which is still in the proposal stage at this 
time (ibid). 
The Ngai Tahu are the tangata whenua of the Kaikoura District, and as such hold 
tribal authority over the land. Maori had been in the district for approximately 800 years 
before European arrival in about 1840. The name Kaikoura comes from the Maori legend 
of Tamatea-Pokai-Whenua who stopped at Kaikoura during the pursuit of three of his 
wives who had fled from him. The legend is that he stopped at Kaikoura in order to 
consume a meal of crayfish; the site of this meal he named kai (food), koura (crayfish) 
(Sherrard 1998). Under Schedule 100 of the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 
(NTCSA) the Crown acknowledges Te runanga o Ngai Tahu's "cultural, spiritual, 
historic and traditional association to Te Tai o Marokura" (the Kaikoura Coastal Marine 
area) (NTCSA, Schedule 1 00). 
Based on radiocarbon evidence, the district has been occupied by Maori from the 
twelfth/thirteenth to the sixteenth centuries AD, before European influence (Challis 
1991: 128). Challis suggests that early activity was focused in coastal environments with 
large bird populations, marine mammals and good fishing. During the thirteenth to 
fifteenth centuries, occupation was more widespread with some areas of intense activity 
and horticulture (ibid). It is also "likely that the interior was well explored" (Challis 
1991: 128). He suggests that moa were unobtainable by the sixteenth century, resulting in 
an increased use of horticulture. Pa and other forms of settlement types such as houses 
were in use by the seventeenth to eighteenth centuries (Challis 1991 ). There is the 
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possibility of reduced horticulture in less settled social situations. Local stone was being 
used and inter-regional trade was in place. European influences were dominant by the 
nineteenth century (ibid). Horticulture had increased with the use of introduced crops 
such as potato and Indian corn (Challis 1991: 129). 
The New Zealand Fur Seal (Arctocephalus forsteri) played a maJor role in 
subsistence for prehistoric Maori; a study in the 1980s shows the distribution of sites with 
fur seal remains included the Kaikoura Peninsula (Smith 2004:8). In the northern half of 
the South Island, fur seals were most common in early sites, with regular cropping 
evident in the 14th and possibly into the 15th centuries (Smith 2004: 1 0). Historical 
exploitation was restricted to a short-lived, intense period of harvesting fur seals for their 
skins; with most activity taking place between 1792 and 1839 (Smith 2004). By 1840, the 
trade had ground to a virtual standstill, although there are small-scale hunting ventures 
recorded through the remainder of the 19th century (ibid). This intensive hunting rapidly 
depleted seal numbers, and once returns fell below and economic level, sealers generally 
turned their attention to other, more lucrative trades (Smith 2004:13, 16). 
Whalers were among the first Europeans to settle in Kaikoura, with Robert Fyfe 
and John Murray beginning in 1843 at the Waiopuka Whaling Station on Armer's Beach 
(Sherrard 1998). Others soon followed when it became apparent that Fyfe and Murray 
were finding whaling in the area a great success. Whales were becoming scarce by 
1846/7, although whalers continued to work during the winter months. There are records 
of men working at Amuri Bluff (now Haumuri Bluff) as late as 1855. They often 
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remained to work during summer as boatmen or cutting timber (ibid). The Waiopuka 
Whaling Station was closed down in 1867, after the death of George Fyffe, leaving only 
the Rangi-inu-wai and South Bay stations operable. Rangi-inu-wai ceased operations in 
1872 and South Bay in 1869. 
In March 1859, James Mackay, Assistant Native Secretary for the South Island 
finalised the Kaikoura Purchase, in which he paid £300 for an area of land that stretched 
from Cape Campbell to the Hurunui river, inland to Lake Sumner, and north to the 
sources of the Waiau, Clarence, Awatere and Wairau Rivers; an area of over two and a 
half million acres (Sherrard 1998). Out of this entire area, only 5,566 acres was left in the 
hands of Maori (ibid). In December 1879, an application was made for Native Reserve E 
(containing Takahanga Pa) to be acquired in exchange for 570 acres of Crown land at 
Mangamaunu. This was agreed to on the condition that a Maori cemetery on the brow of 
the terrace be fenced off and protected (McCulloch and Trotter 1984, Sherrard 1998). In 
February 1864, the 'Kaikoura Reserve', an area of 15,000 acres was put up for auction 
(Sherrard 1998). Sales took a while to gain momentum, because of an absence of roading 
and drainage in swampy areas - especially after the drier sections had already been sold. 
Poorer land at the foot of Mount Fyffe was sold gradually over the next ten years (ibid). 
1.2 Research Problem 
The matter with which this research project has been concerned is the integration 
of archaeological knowledge as it is applied to the protection and management of 
archaeological sites into the planning documents; using the Kaikoura District as a case 
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study. Especially important are the ways in which this knowledge is integrated, and the 
need for clear and unambiguous communication between all parties concerned. In an 
applied sense, this matter relates to the way in which archaeologists' data - often 
extensive and specialist in nature - are converted to a 'dot on a map' for planning 
purposes. It is the planning documents that contractors and developers use when looking 
for information on the location and nature of archaeological sites, so it is vital that these 
documents contain all the relevant information. 
Kaikoura was chosen as a case study for a number of reasons. One of the most 
important is the sheer volume of sites along the Kaikoura District coastline. The 
archaeological evidence shows that this section of coast was occupied extensively in both 
prehistory and history; and the development pressures currently in place over the district 
make it an ideal place to investigate the use of Global Positioning Systems (GPS) and 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) in archaeology, as well as providing a variety of 
examples for an analysis of the NZAA SRS. Secondly, the Kaikoura District was chosen 
for the case study on the grounds of an invitation by members of the District Council, 
local runanga and the curator of Fyffe House. 
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The problem identified in the Kaikoura District is that of protecting and managing 
the vast archaeological resource of the area. Each group of stakeholders, iwi, Council 
members, developers, contractors and archaeologists have vastly different ideas of what it 
means to protect and manage this heritage. In order to effectively manage the 
archaeological heritage some consensus must be reached, but before this can happen, 
knowledge must be shared among the different parties involved. 
Part of the problem involves condensing extensive and specialist information 
generated from excavation, surface surveys, historical research, and GPS data into a 
format that is simple to understand for those without specialist knowledge and that can be 
converted into a database with a minimum amount of effort. The issue of typology is also 
part of the problem, especially as regards the NZAA SRS. The SRS is the main arena 
from which the KDC retrieves its archaeological data; however there are deficiencies and 
problems within the scheme that will affect the quality of the data gathered. Another 
problem is the integration of secular archaeological knowledge and Maori values into the 
planning process. 
The worst deficiency is that site recording in the Kaikoura District has been 
preliminary and patchy (Challis 1991). While there are some sites that have extensive and 
very complete site files, these are in the minority, and for the most part, sites have only 
been recorded once (of the sites selected for study, only 19% had been recorded more 
than once). A secondary deficiency is the classification process that assigns each 
recorded site to a type. This issue is twofold, the first being the question of whether to 
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lump or split sites - where is the point at which two separate features should be 
considered one site? Walton (1999:39-40) advises an arbitrary measurement of 40m, 
unless there is clear evidence that two features belong together. The second part of the 
problem is the multiplicity of site types. In many cases, one site type is insufficient to 
accurately record what is actually present. A site may well be a midden and an oven, and 
in many cases pa sites will have pits and/or middens associated with them. 
The larger theoretical problem is that typologies represent a particular 
archaeological understanding and knowledge base -which is distinct from traditional or 
other typologies. This can pose a problem in the integration of this knowledge into the 
applied planning process considering that this knowledge is often extensive. Additionally, 
due to its specialist nature, it can be difficult to disseminate to those who don't share in 
the specialist base. Phrases and some words have meanings specific to archaeologists that 
must be defined in order to be fully understood by those outside the profession. 
In order to address this problem, and conduct an analysis of the SRS, a field trip 
to Kaikoura was planned and conducted in June-July 2005. The Planning Officers of the 
KDC were in the process of updating the Kaikoura District Plan (KDC). Their concerns 
were the lack of protection for archaeological sites and a desire to make more use of 
archaeological knowledge. A hui was held with members of the local runanga, KDC 
officers and the curator of Fyffe House (as representative of the HPT) in order for all 
concerns and desires to be aired. A selection of sites from the SRS was made in order to 
conduct an analysis of the scheme itself and its effectiveness in providing the necessary 
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information. This site survey also formed the basis of a discussion of the typology 
problem and the effectiveness of Geographic Positioning Systems (GPS) in collecting 
data and Geographic Information Systems (GIS) in processing and analysing that data. 
An analysis of the KDC District Plan was undertaken to ascertain how effective the 
integration currently is and to suggest improvements and direction for the future. 
1.3 Overseas Context 
Any research must be put into a wider context in order to show how the outcomes 
and conclusions fit into the discipline of archaeology, and what it may mean for future 
research. The problem of the intersection of archaeological knowledge with planning and 
conservation purposes is a critical issue in resource management archaeology worldwide. 
In Australia, management archaeology grew out of a public concern, with the 
establishment of the National Trust in 1945 and the 'green ban' movement of trade 
unions; which aroused public concern over heritage issues (Flood 1989). The need to 
communicate with the Aborigine people was recognised in the 1970s by Australian 
archaeologists, and was accepted by the Australian Archaeological Association in 1982 
(ibid). This is also an important part of the planning process, as evidenced by the section 
on it in the Kaikoura District Plan. 
Archaeology and the remains of past peoples are part of the culture of the current 
occupants of a country, when one considers that culture can be viewed as the "totality of 
the intellectual and material landmarks, which ... characterise a society or social group" 
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(Mondiacult 1983:53). Consequently, those occupants have a responsibility to preserve 
and care for the remains present - as cultural identity provides a justification for the 
"examination, preservation and designation of archaeological ... monuments" (Herrmann 
1989:33). However, every country has different methods of going about protecting their 
archaeological heritage. Legislation and heritage protection agencies differ from country 
to country, with some countries, such as New Zealand, having one main agency in the 
Historic Places Trust; while others, such as England, have many more. 
1.3.1 Legislation in Europe and Asia 
Legislation varies from nation to nation in terms of the strength of protection 
offered to archaeological sites. The most comprehensive protection for archaeological 
sites is actually to be found in communist countries which have laws that assert a state 
title to all archaeological material, and include severe penalties for damaging, destroying 
or stealing any material, whether portable or monumental (Cleere 1993 ). Other countries 
do have comprehensive laws in place, such as Scandinavia, with the Swedish Royal 
Proclamation 1666 emphasising a public interest in archaeological heritage; comparable 
laws exist in Greece, Mexico, Norway, Sweden and Denmark. However, they are not as 
effectively implemented as in communist countries such as China (ibid). 
Another form of legislation applies only to those monuments and objects that are 
identified through a register of protected monuments and objects (as opposed to 
legislation applying to all material within specified categories); this is the case in both 
Italy and Japan (Cleere 1993). The Italian system runs on a principle known as 'vincolo'; 
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landowners are required to notify the appropriate authority if they discover any 
archaeological material. However, that material is only protected if the authority then 
informs the owner of state interest in the discovery (ibid). In countries such as France and 
Portugal there is little protection afforded to the portable heritage, while only those 
monuments listed on specific schedules or lists are protected (ibid). However, the 
situation in Great Britain, while similar, is more complex. There are a multiplicity of 
agencies with an interest in archaeological management and protection. English Heritage 
is the main body for the protection of British archaeology. It manages the Monuments 
Protection Programme for England, and promotes the conservation of the archaeological 
resource through plans and policy guides (Darvill et al. 1987, English Heritage 2005). 
There are a number of government acts, such as the Ancient Monuments and 
Archaeological Areas Act 1979, which provides for the protection of these aspects of 
historic heritage (Cleere 1993). Great Britain possess government heritage agencies 
(those in Wales, Ireland and Scotland as well as England), "Royal Commissions, 
National Trusts, museums, county archaeologists and units" - all of whom undertake 
basic aspects of archaeological protection and management (Cleere 1993: 117). 
Finally, there is the kind of situation that exists in the USA, where the law 
protects both portable and monumental heritage, but only on a portion of the land surface 
(in this case, federal or Indian land, or federally funded projects). The legislation is 
strongly in favour of preservation on the approximately 40% of land that comes under the 
cover of the various legislations, however, the rate of erosion of the archaeological 
heritage on the remaining 60% continues unabated (ibid). There are some similarities 
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between these vanous legislations, most notably the requirement of some sort of 
authority to excavate an archaeological site. In Great Britain and the USA, this authority 
only applies to sites that are listed or scheduled for protection; however in France (and 
indeed, as is the case in New Zealand) any archaeological excavation requires an 
authority (ibid). 
It is vitally important that local officials and community members take an active 
part in cultural resource management and protection (McManamon and Hatton 2000). 
This is because the local population is constantly in the vicinity of the heritage and will 
often regard them as their own. In many cases the local community and officials become 
a 'first line of defence' for historic heritage as a result of political ideas about "greater 
local control of public decision making" and the ways in which communities may view 
the resources as possible tourist attractions and/or linked specifically to their 
community's heritage (McManamon and Hatton 2000: 1 0). 
It is important for archaeologists to be aware of the overall picture and not simply 
see the archaeological resource from a purely professional or academic point of view. 
McManamon and Hatton use the example of public education and outreach when they 
ask that the uses of cultural resources be planned as part of an overall strategy for 
conservation and not simply added on as an afterthought or as a justification for a 
decision made from within the professional circle (McManamon and Hatton 2000). This 
point however, is a legitimate matter with respect to the integration of archaeologists' 
knowledge into planning processes. While archaeologists may have a greater technical 
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understanding of the resource and the best ways in which to protect it, they must also be 
aware of the constraints that may be incumbent on those whose job it is to arrange this 
protection at the district level. As noted by McGimsey and Davis 1977 "historic 
preservation laws pertain directly to only some [resource types] ... and archaeologists are 
typically concerned with or knowledgeable about an even smaller subset" (McGimsey 
and Davis cited McManamon 2000:45). 
Archaeologists must understand the constraints of the law, the wishes of local 
populations, and in New Zealand, the wishes of the Maori tangata whenua. This means 
that archaeologists must be careful not to simply assume that the ideas and methods a 
Planning Officer may have to conserve and manage historic heritage will be the same as 
the ideals they may possess. The idea that archaeologists and Planning Officers may have 
different ideas can be seen in the different agencies in American resource management. 
McManamon 2000 states that the various agencies may take very different approaches to 
the management of archaeological resources depending on what their specific 
responsibilities are. 
In Northern Ireland, the concerns of archaeologists combine with local protection 
measures in the form of three part-time 'field monument wardens' who visit all owners of 
scheduled monuments over the six counties (Hamlin 2000). This enables dialogue with 
the owners on the best way to manage the sites; especially as most damage is done 
through ignorance. Hamlin notes the difficulty of maintaining the wide range of work 
done with limited and decreasing resources while continuing to function at a high 
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standard. In Northern Ireland at least, there is political pressure to use the private sector 
as much as possible. However problems arise, with specialist work and quality control 
difficult to find in the private sector. Even work that is contracted out is "underpinned by 
in-house knowledge and academic expertise", a combining of archaeologist's knowledge 
and others abilities (Hamlin 2000:73). 
For the most part, little has been written on the actual intersection of 
archaeological knowledge and planning purposes. Rather the evidence is seen in .the 
programmes and laws that appear as a result of these intersections. For instance, in 
America there are many state programmes designed to raise public awareness of the 
archaeological heritage of an area and to encourage participation in, and protection of the 
resource. They are designed to teach awareness of, and respect for heritage resources, and 
to develop a sense of public responsibility to protect them (Lemer and Hoffman 2000). 
Lemer and Hoffman also note that it is important for archaeologists to gain help from 
those outside their profession in order to make the most of the opportunities for public 
education; this will likely involve consultation with the local authorities responsible for 
the protection and management of archaeological sites (ibid). 
The planning process in the United Kingdom involves 'Public Inquiries', which 
give the opportunity for members of the public to submit objections to Development 
Plans (Williams 1985). In addition to this, in the course of one of these public inquiries, it 
is possible that an expert in a particular matter will be present to act as an assessor of 
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technical evidence; in both cases, there is scope here for archaeologists to make their 
concerns known (ibid). 
1.4 New Zealand Context 
The New Zealand context involves three main parties, the HPT, the NZAA and 
various district councils. The HPT is responsible for administering the "provisions of the 
Historic Places Act that protect archaeological sites throughout New Zealand from 
unnecessary damage" (Sheppard 1987: 146). It is a non-governmental organisation that 
constitutes a statutory authority. The regulations within the HP A protect archaeological 
sites from unnecessary damage or destruction by requiring an authority to be applied for 
by any person or persons wishing to destroy, damage, or modify an archaeological site. 
The main provisions are that a site must be older than 1900, be able to be investigated 
with current archaeological techniques, and offer information on New Zealand's past to 
qualify (HP A Section 2, see also Barber 2000). 
The NZAA was founded in 1954, as a forum for the discussion of archaeological 
matters; open to both professionals and amateurs. The SRS was begun in 1958 and is now 
a database of over 55,000 records of archaeological sites, divided into twenty filing 
districts (NZAA 2006). It is the national database for archaeological sites in New Zealand 
and is often used by HPT and other archaeologists, developers, contractors, and district 
planners in an initial search for information when considering an authority application, 
and by other researchers for individual research projects. 
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It is unfortunate that there appears to be very little literature on the intersection of 
archaeologist's knowledge with planning processes. However, there is information on the 
ways in which this process can occur, and the results of this interaction can be seen in the 
policies that appear in district plans across the country. Because these district plans are 
generally the first place developers, contractors, landowners and other stakeholders will 
go with a proposal that may affect an archaeological site; it is vitally important that the 
information be as comprehensive as possible. 
1.4.1 Legislation in New Zealand 
The legal system in New Zealand needs to be explained here, as it is now the 
point of articulation for the operation of the NZAA SRS. The Historic Places Act 1993 
(HP A) is the main piece of legislation relating to archaeology and heritage management 
in the country. Provisions for archaeological site protection were first introduced under 
the Historic Places Amendment Act 1975 (HPAA), and continued under the HPA 1980 
and 1993. Under this act it is illegal for anyone to "destroy, damage, or modify" any part 
of a site "knowing or having reasonable cause to suspect that it is an archaeological site" 
(HPA 1993 SIO(l)). In the terms of this act, an archaeological site is defined as any place 
in New Zealand (or any shipwreck) associated with human activity before 1900 that may 
be investigated with archaeological methods to provide information on the history of 
New Zealand (HP A 1993 S2). However, there are two provisions in the HP A, under 
Sections 15 and 18, that allow for the disturbance of archaeological sites provided an 
authority is obtained from the HPT, the body charged with the enactment of the HP A 
(Barber 1998). 
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The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) was enacted to provide for the 
promotion of sustainable management of the natural and physical resources of the 
country (Vossler 2000). The Resource Management Amendment Act 2003 (RMAA) 
provides that archaeology is considered to be 'historic heritage', meaning "those natural 
and physical resources that contribute to an understanding and appreciation of New 
Zealand's history and cultures" (RMAA 2003 S2 Historic Heritage (a)). Historic heritage 
is identified through policy statements and plans at a regional level, and at a territorial 
level through inclusion in schedules/registers attached to the district plan- generally with 
specific rules and resource consent procedures (Vossler 2000). These rules mean that for 
any activity not already permitted, consent must be sought to carry out that activity from 
the planning authority (ibid). Under the RMAA 2003, historic heritage is to be considered 
as a matter of national importance (revised Section 6). This means that a consent 
authority must take into account that adverse effects on heritage are of importance to the 
nation. 
There are two main ways archaeology can be protected through the RMA. The 
first is through the Register of historic places, historic areas, wahi tapu places, and wahi 
tapu areas created by the HP A 1993, but protected via resource consents through 
territorial authorities under the RMA (All en 1994 ). Such registered sites are listed in 
Regional, City and District Plans so that when a person or persons apply for a resource 
consent, these sites will be included in consideration of environmental effects. For 
instance, the Manukau City Council requires any applicant for a resource consent to 
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include an Assessment of Environmental Effects, which covers archaeological sites 
(Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment [PCE] 1996). Under Section A93.07 2 
(g) ii of the RMA, the HPT must be notified if a resource consent "affects any historic 
place, historic area, wahi tapu, or wahi tapu area registered under the Historic Places Act 
1993". 
The second is through the use of heritage orders (under Section 194 of the RMA). 
A heritage protection agency may apply for a heritage order, these include Ministers of 
the Crown, the Trust, local authorities and any body corporate approved as such (PCE 
1996). The law states that where any land or site is subject to a heritage order "no person 
may ... do anything ... that would wholly or partly nullify the effect of the heritage order" 
(S 194 1 ); this occurs regardless of whether a resource consent is held for the same area. 
In simple terms, a heritage order means that no person can disturb the special character of 
a place without permission from the relevant heritage protection agency (Ministry for the 
Environment [ME] 1992). Unfortunately, this process is expensive and likely only to be 
used as a last resort (Challis 1995). Additionally, under appeal to the Environment Court 
(formerly the Planning Tribunal), heritage authorities may be required to purchase land 
which is subject to a heritage order, if the order means that it "cannot be sold or used in a 
reasonable manner" (Alien 1994:209). 
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The final two pieces of legislation that relate to archaeology are the Conservation 
Act 1987 (CA), and the Antiquities Act 1975 (AA). The first of these is also the act that 
provided for the creation of the Department of Conservation (DoC). While there are no 
specific purposes or principles associated with this Act, its long title states that it is to 
"promote the conservation of New Zealand's natural and historic resources" (Vossler 
2000:65), of which archaeology is a part. In order to provide protection, the DoC creates 
conservation management strategies which state that the department is required to 
"administer and manage all conservation areas and natural historic resources in 
accordance with these plans" (ibid:65, CA S 17 A). The AA provides for the protection of 
antiquities, including archaeological material and Maori artefacts; and also controls the 
sale of artefacts (Vossler 2000). This Act states that any artefact found in New Zealand is 
prima facie Crown property, although the AA provides for the identification of correct 
ownership. Finally, the AA controls the sale or disposal of artefacts within and without 
New Zealand by having only registered collectors, public museums or licensed 
auctioneers and secondhand dealers authorised to buy and sell them (ibid). 
20 
BACKGROUND AND THEORY 
It is expected that the background and theory of any practice will be outlined 
before data analysis is discussed. With this in mind, this chapter will lay out the 
fundamental ideas and processes behind the NZAA Site Recording Scheme, the process 
of site recording, the typology utilised therein, and the use of GPS, and GIS in 
archaeology. 
2.1 New Zealand Archaeological Association: Site Recording Scheme 
The SRS originated from a grant given in 1951 to the Historical Section of the 
Hawkes Bay Branch of the Royal Society of New Zealand, for the purpose of 
investigating a scheme where sites of early Maori occupation could be recorded for future 
reference (Mumford 1959). At this stage in time, the definition of an archaeological site 
was restricted to prehistoric Maori sites. 
A committee was set up by the Hawke's Bay branch under the convenorship of J. 
Buchanan to examine the requirements of such a recording scheme (at this time referred 
to as 'field recording'); out of which came a detailed plan for organisation. The initial 
development of the SRS owes much to the efforts of Buchanan who promoted the idea of 
a scheme to record Maori sites, and was the one largely responsible for working out how 
such a scheme would operate (Walton 1999:2). The focal point of the scheme as it was 
conceived in 1951 was the precursor of the site record fonn, based largely on the Fossil 
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Record Form used by the Geological Survey, adapted for use in archaeology (Mumford 
1959). The initial design listed a series ofpoints, here adapted from Mumford (1959:8): 
• The creation of a number of local districts covering New Zealand, with a 
separate file for each, containing the appropriate site record forms. 
• That a master file of duplicates should be housed in Wellington. 
• That the inch to mile series of maps should be used as a basis for recording, 
and that the numbering system be taken from the numbered sheets of the map 
series. 
• That individuals or organisations be appointed regional filekeepers. 
• That each site recorder should send their completed forms to the local 
filekeeper. 
• That each site should be given a unique identifying number based on the map 
sheet the site was found on, and a separate reference number. Three copies of 
each form would be created, one filed by the local filekeeper, one sent to the 
central file in Wellington, and one returned to the recorder. 
Following the creation of this basic outline by Buchanan, the proposal was 
presented to the inaugural meeting of the NZAA in 1954. In September of the same year, 
a modified version of the record form was presented, the most important change being 
the addition of another fonn. It was felt that the scheme would benefit most from having 
two forms, one for general use to note the "existence, location and nature of a site" 
(Mumford 1959: 12), and another, more specific form to describe the results of "intensive 
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investigation" (ibid). The scheme was approved (in principle) at the 1958 NZAA 
conference in Wanganui. 
In October of the same year, a group from the Auckland University 
Archaeological Society, using the new site record form, spent a day recording sites at 
South Kaipara Head. These findings were reported back to the Council (of the NZAA) 
and formed the basis of the handbook of field recording (Golson and Green 1958). In 
November, a committee was organised to look at the administrative requirements of 
running the scheme. They recommended that the HPT be approached about a grant of 
money for administrative purposes. The HPT then provided money for filing cabinets, 
and for a duplicate set of the 1 inch to mile map series (Mumford 1959). New Zealand 
was divided into eleven districts according to the map boundaries, as using geographical 
boundaries proved unmanageable. 
The local filekeeper was permitted to refuse any material that was of "indifferent 
quality or of doubtful accuracy" (Mumford 1959: 11 ). This was in order to ensure that all 
site files maintained in the scheme were sufficient accuracy to enable others to use the 
records without needing additional information. Mumford ended with an admonition that 
members of the NZAA could not possibly hope to record all sites along the width and 
breadth of the country, and that the help of people such as farmers, surveyors and rangers 
should be sought, and their interest cultivated; as these people were likely to have a 
greater knowledge of the less accessible parts of the country. 
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Four years after this article, J.R.S. Daniels published a short note on the nature of 
the SRS in response to a number of questions raised at the NZAA's Annual General 
Meeting in June (Daniels 1963). He noted that the basic organisation of the scheme had 
not changed, and appeared to ''work satisfactorily" (Daniels 1963: 139); however, in 
1960, the NZAA adopted new forms for the site records, and a new filing system. Daniels 
included a list of all eleven districts, giving the name of the district, the map numbers that 
covered each area, the filekeeper, and how many sites had been recorded. He finished 
with advice to the filekeepers to help make their job easier, and a plea to site recorders to 
do their best to limit the burden placed on local filekeepers. 
In the same edition of the NZAA newsletter M. G. Hitchings gave a brief outline 
of the progress that had been made on indexing the Wellington file to make the 
information contained therein more accessible to researchers. The index listed the site 
number, grid reference, site type and name (if known). Of course, one of the main 
problems with this form of index, and one relevant to the course of this research, is the 
problem of site type. Many sites have more than one 'type' (the meaning of 'type' as it 
relates to the SRS will be discussed later in the chapter), with various features in 
association with each other- for instance pits and midden. Hitchings offered the solution 
of listing all such sites as 'Occupation Areas' but acknowledged straight away that this 
would not really solve the problem, as the term was simply too vague to be of any use; 
"To index all these ... is not sufficiently explicit to be useful" (Hitchings 1963:144). 
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One maJor development in 1960 was the use of information from the Site 
Recording Scheme to assist in the management of sites in the Kaikoura County. 
Information was supplied to the HPT (Marlborough) for this purpose, and maps were 
given to the Kaikoura County Council for use in preparing the District Scheme under the 
Town and Country Planning Act (Davidson 1974). Tony Fomison gives more detail in his 
1960 'report on the site survey' in the NZAA Newsletter (Fomison 1960), where he 
mentions that in order to pinpoint and signpost historic pa sites, information was supplied 
to the HPT. Locality maps of archaeological sites were provided to the Kaikoura County 
Council for possible inclusion in the town and country planning scheme - to aid in 
protection and management of sites in the area (Fomison 1960). 
Interestingly, expressions of discontent or dissatisfaction with the site categories 
were rare; one such expression came from J.R. Daniels in 1961. With reference to sites in 
Wellington, he expressed doubt as to the usefulness of the site category 'terraces' as he 
felt this term could refer to any number of different functions (Daniels 1961 ). According 
to Davidson, others expressed similar doubts, but these remained unpublished (Davidson 
1974:7). However, very little apprehension had otherwise been expressed, even on such 
imprecise terms as 'kainga' and 'occupation'. Meanwhile, in a similar vein, there was 
very little disagreement about what comprised a site- the definition at this time included 
only prehistoric Maori sites, excluding European and traditional sites (Davidson 1974:9). 
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A scientific function for the SRS was recognised when the scheme was first put 
into practice (Challis 1979). Davidson notes that by the end of 1962, the scheme was 
firmly entrenched, and she specifically states what is implied in so many of the articles 
written about the scheme in its early years. She stated that the scheme was thought of as 
"essentially for research" with only a small amount of use outside this area, despite an 
awareness of the rate of site destruction (Davidson 1974:8). 
One major problem at the end of 1962 was the lack of site records that had been 
filed, despite the proliferation of site recording. Davidson mentions that in areas of 
intensive survey "the record forms were not actually in the file", and that "very little had 
actually been filed" by areas that had reported steady progress (Davidson 197 4: 8). She 
does not, however, give any quantifiable data. Unfortunately, this appeared to be truest 
with respect to the intensive recording projects, which, according to Davidson, were "to 
some extent failures" (Davidson 1974:9). For example, three trips had been made to 
Kaipara, and 52 site numbers assigned, however, records for most of them had not been 
filed (Davidson 1974). While the level of recording was very good, the problem seems to 
have been processing the records after fieldwork had finished. The other three major 
projects suffered similar problems, the Mount Wellington survey, the Waikanae and 
Waitotara surveys and the survey of South Canterbury rock drawings all failed to some 
degree due to problems in post-survey completion and processing of the site records, as 
they were never filed (ibid). 
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For a number of years after this, there were no major developments or alterations 
to the scheme. Sufficient recording had been done to allow studies of site distribution, 
and these were carried out for the most part by Buist and Groube (fortifications), Daniels 
(site types and distribution in the Wellington district), and Leahy and Nicholls (site 
mapping and surveying in Auckland) (Davidson 1974). The scheme was in use by some 
for general research purposes; for instance, Groube and Gorbey both used the data for 
their studies of pa distribution. However it appears that both found the data contained in 
the files useful as a starting point only (ibid). 
Davidson (1974) refers to administrative problems in the 1960s, when it appeared 
that housing the files in a public institution was unduly restrictive. The matter was dealt 
with by the central filekeeper, through a document laying out procedures for depositing 
files with a public institution and up to 1974 the problem had not again arisen (Davidson 
1974). It was at this time that the matter of the restriction of the scheme to sites of purely 
prehistoric Maori origin arose. This was debated by NZAA Council with the final 
decision to broaden the definition of an archaeological site to include "all sites, 
prehistoric or historic" as long as they could be "described, discovered and examined 
only by standard archaeological techniques" (Davidson 1974: 13). It was the appointment 
of an archaeologist to the staff of the HPT in 1969 that saw the beginning of a use for the 
site files in the area of planning and management. In general, protection was sought for 
sites under the Town and Country Planning Act, as well as attempts to preserve sites on 
Crown Land. 
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By 1971, a list of deficiencies and problems with the scheme was able to be 
compiled. According to Davidson, the deficiencies were slow recording, uneven progress 
and a low standard of recording. The major problems were inactivity in some areas, and 
recording done outside the scheme (Davidson 1974). It was also noted that the scheme 
had been designed for research purposes, although it was not being used for such; and 
that the central filekeeper at the time believed that site protection should remain 
secondary (ibid). 
Davidson considered the nature of the scheme as it stood in 1973, and offered 
suggestions for future directions. She noted that the value and desirability of the scheme 
had not changed, as evidenced by its 15 year strong run, with only "minor revisions" 
(Davidson 1974:17). It was at this point that New Zealand began the change to a metric 
map system, although Davidson did not consider this change to be insurmountable, as the 
scheme was "strong enough and important enough to overcome it" (Davidson 1974: 18). 
She listed the main strength of the scheme as its simplicity and the ease of access to the 
files for any interested person. Conversely, one of the biggest weaknesses was that of 
filling out record forms, which she described as a "clerical job which does not appeal to 
many people" (Davidson 1974:20). Site surveyors visited many sites, but filled out forms 
for few of them. 
At that time, there was a proposal for the creation of an "official antiquities 
agency" of some smi to undertake a full recording of all archaeological sites in New 
Zealand (Davidson 1974:21). Davidson here suggested that perhaps the answer to that lay 
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within the scheme, rather than in the implementation of a new one. This of course, is 
exactly what has happened, the SRS is now the national scheme for recording 
archaeological sites, from which other databases take their information (ibid). The New 
Zealand Register of Archaeological Sites (NZRAS) was one of these, being "a computer 
system of data storage and retrieval" used primarily for scientific and planning use 
(Challis 1979:25). However, in later years, this archaeological register was abandoned. 
Under the HPA 1993, it is now a register of historic places and areas, which includes 
archaeological sites. 
The new register created under the HP A 1993 provides for the registration, listing 
or scheduling of historic places and areas against a specific set of criteria (Alien 1998). 
These criteria are listed under the HP A, and in the first instance are vague enough to 
allow any place in the country to be registered (Section 23 (1)). A second set of criteria 
are given in Section 23 (2) which restrict the sites that can be placed in the Register. 
There are four categories in the Register; historic place, historic areas, wahi tapu (place), 
and wahi tapu areas (HP A Section 22). Under this system, only historic places are 
ranked, as either Category I, or Category 11 (HPA Section 22 3(a) i, ii). Archaeological 
sites specifically, are considered under Part 11 of the HPA (where the legislation 
regarding registration is placed); they also gain protection in their own right under Part I 
(Alien 1998). However, archaeological sites may also belong to any one of the Register 
categories; historic place, historic area, wahi tapu or wahi tapu area. 
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It is important to note that registration provides recognition of historic places and 
plays an advocacy role; it does not provide any form of direct statutory (HP A) protection, 
relying instead on the RMA 1991 and an increase in public awareness to foster owner-
protection of sites - especially those on private land (Alien 1998). There is a problem 
with this situation, as Allen notes that the public believes that "registration conveys ... 
statutory protection" which leads to landowners complaining that registration affects their 
ability to develop or sell their land (Alien 1998:25). 
With the advent of the HPAA 1975, the SRS became an invaluable tool for the 
implementation of the Act - mainly through the use of the scheme in the creation of the 
NZRAS (now part of the Register under the HPA 1993). The HPT took over some of the 
administrative and clerical functions of the SRS at a national level to aid the NZAA, who 
in turn created the position of Site Recording Scheme Co-ordinator to liaise with the HPT 
(Daniels 1979). By this time, the Central File was under the control of the HPT's Survey 
Archaeologist on behalf of the NZAA, in consultation with the co-ordinator. Secret files 
had become an established procedure if the recorder requested it and gave a valid reason 
why the general public should not be allowed access to the files. These sites are generally 
those of sensitivity to the Maori, often urupa (burials) or tapu (sacred sites). 
Daniels goes into more detail about the change to the metric measurement system 
m the Site Recording Handbook (second edition), as it was at this point that the 
changeover occurred, meaning that all the sites based on the old NZMS 1 maps had to be 
changed to the NZMS 260 map series. The sites were changed over to the new system in 
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a piecemeal fashion, with each district switching their site files as the new maps became 
available. Sites that were already recorded were allocated a metric map number and grid 
reference by computer through the HPT. New sites were placed directly onto the NZMS 
260 maps; however, until such time as the new maps were generated for an area, sites 
continued to be placed on the NZMS 1 maps (Daniels 1979). 
In 1987, the agreements that the NZAA had in place with the HPT were 
transferred to the DoC, for implementation by the Science and Research Division; this 
division would then supply the Trust with any information from the central file it might 
require. This arrangement came to an end in 1993, with the passing of the HPA 1993, as 
DoC withdrew its archaeological services to the Trust (Barber 2000:25-26). It was at this 
time that the NZRAS was transferred to DoC control, and the name changed to the 
Central Index of New Zealand Archaeological Sites (CINZAS). The DoC also has 
permission to store some of the information in the central file on other media. The only 
electronic database of the information contained in the SRS files is CINZAS. Because of 
the ongoing nature of the scheme, new records are continually being added; if electronic 
(or otherwise) databases were permitted to be created, the end result would be a 
"proliferation of outdated databases" (Smith 1994:292). 
Smith (1994) considered the situation of the SRS, up to the mid 1990s with 
respect to the changes in legislation, management and technology. The definition of an 
archaeological site had changed, becoming "any specific locality at which there is 
physical evidence for its occupation in the past that is or may be able to be investigated 
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by archaeological techniques" (Smith 1994:283). Because there is no age limit in this 
definition, the SRS may contain sites that are not considered archaeological under the 
HPS 1993, in which a site is considered to be such only if it is dated before 1900 (HPA 
Section 2). One difference, due to the change from imperial to metric numbering, is that 
there are now nineteen districts and one for the Outlying islands, as opposed to the eleven 
initially created; however, the basic administration of the scheme has not changed (ibid). 
Under the current administration of the scheme, each district filekeeper has the 
responsibility for managing the site record files under their care in the manner set out "in 
this document [the site recording handbook]" (Walton 1999:113). The central filekeeper 
is responsible for the maintenance of the central file, which contains copies of all the files 
from the various districts. All of these positions are appointed by the NZAA Council, and 
under the current agreement with DoC, the central filekeeper is a member of the NZAA 
(ibid). The NZAA acknowledges the good these institutions do in protecting the site files, 
and will consult with them on any matters pertaining to the files under their care. 
However, all decisions regarding the files rest with the Council (ibid). 
2.2 Site Recording: A History of Theory and Practice in New Zealand 
The first question to ask here is 'why do we classify?'. In terms of the Site 
Recording Scheme, classification is simply a "convenient way of ordering information", 
a kind of' shorthand' enabling fast identification of the features a site possesses, based on 
recurring similarities with other sites (Challis 1979:24). Challis suggests that as long as a 
site is described unambiguously, there is no real need to assign it to a classification. This 
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would be true in an ideal situation, but Challis (1979:51) later acknowledges that not all 
the site record files meet the standards, and that there is considerable scope for the 
improvement of the existing files, as well as ensuring that any new records are up to a 
high standard of archaeological assessment. For this reason, classification is still an 
important feature of the SRS, and it is necessary to understand the processes and theory 
behind the practice. In addition to this, some sort of classification is needed to order the 
information brought in by a variety of site recorders over such a huge range of 
archaeological sites (Daniels 1979). 
The process of site recording has been dealt with by a number of site recording 
handbooks in New Zealand. The first by Golson and Green (1958), was followed by 
Daniels (1970), and updated in Daniels (1979). One of the main questions to be asked, 
and answered, is 'why do we record sites?'. The answer to that question can be found in 
Daniels (1979: 1 ). It is closely associated with what archaeology is - the study of 
humankind. It is the "discovery, recovery, and interpretation" of the evidence of "past 
human activity in its context in the ground" (Daniels 1979:1 ). Before one can study this 
evidence, one must first know where to look and what one is looking for. 
The SRS is a pragmatic scheme, making it clear that deriving function from 
surface features was a matter of interpretation, and could be unreliable (Daniels 1979:1 ). 
Challis (in Daniels 1979: 19), observed that archaeologists must be careful to record only 
what is there, "not what they think might have been there, or what might have been its 
purpose" (his emphasis). For this reason, the site categories that the scheme uses are 
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basically descriptive rather than functional. Although it is necessary to assign some sort 
of classification to the sites recorded, in order to bring coherency to records created by 
many different recorders, it is wise to avoid a classification on the basis of function 
"because functional interpretations made on the basis of surface features are unreliable", 
in that different activities may leave "apparently similar surface features", (Daniels 
1979: 1 ). However, some site categories, such as 'pa' which are based on function have 
been retained. 
"The term pa is so firmly established that this is retained as a category. Sufficient 
descriptions of pa have been recorded by earliest explorers to enable the 
interpretation of the field evidence in this light" (Daniels 1979:1 ). 
Daniels clearly considered this to be of utmost importance, as he devotes three 
paragraphs on the first page of his handbook to ensure site recorders are aware that the 
scheme is based on "recording surface evidence with minimal recourse to interpretation 
in terms of function" (ibid: 1 ). 
Daniels made it clear from the order in which he placed his various functions for 
the SRS that he considered research and associated functions ( eg: excavation) as the most 
likely uses for the scheme. Site protection and public education are the last purposes he 
mentions, and even in site protection, he makes it clear that the end result will be 
ascertaining; "whether or not further site recording is required" (Daniels 1979: 4). Smith 
(1994) described the main premise of the SRS (and hence site recording itself) as serving 
the best interests of archaeology through open access to information about archaeological 
sites. 
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The aims of the SRS with regards to research are, according to Daniels: 
"The place in the classification within which a site falls; and 
Sufficient information to enable him [the archaeologist] to judge whether 
it contains, or could throw light on, particular features which may be 
relevant to his interest" (Daniels 1979:2) 
The second purpose Daniels gives for site recording is, preparation for, and as an adjunct 
to excavation. It can be hard to choose which sites to look at in any given area if one does 
not have any idea of what is there. In a similar vein, Daniels notes that the SRS can also 
be of use in site distribution studies, as location information is included in each site 
record. 
Daniels also described the SRS as a source of information for developers and 
other stakeholders looking to see whether or not sites are present in a given area, and for 
the archaeologist, to enable them to make a judgement on which sites are more worthy of 
protection (Daniels 1979). Finally, Daniels recommended the SRS for educational and 
publicity purposes. The SRS is the most accessible body of material on archaeology. 
Challis discussed the problem that Daniels only mentions briefly, the question of 
'what is a site?'. A site, especially with regards to a site type (for instance, pit or midden) 
can be very hard to define, and the question is often asked whether to lump sites together 
or split them (Challis, in Daniels 1979:20). Considering the more complex reality that is 
encountered in the field, it is small wonder this problem occurs. When, for instance, a 
series of pits are nearby to a pa site, the question arises as to whether to describe both the 
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pits and the pa as one site, or to consider them separately. This is especially difficult 
when one is using only surface evidence, for it is unlikely that there will be anything on 
the surface to indicate contemporaneity. Challis advises one to rely on the "proximity of 
features to one another and in relation to the landscape" to decide the question (Challis, in 
Daniels 1979:20). 
Walton also looked at the issue of lumping and splitting, in relation to the 
difference between features and sites, noting that a "site is usually composed of a single 
feature or a set of similar or different features found together" (Walton 1999:39). The 
problem, of course, is defining the limits of each site. For instance, Walton gives the 
example of two pits 20m apart on a ridge line, with no other archaeological evidence -
should they be recorded as two separate sites, or one inclusive? When sites are extensive, 
such as large areas of midden, stone structures or garden remains, Walton suggests that it 
is preferable, initially at least, to record these as one site - leaving the search for discrete 
areas to a later time. For the SRS, it is enough to note that there is an extensive area of 
archaeological material in the locale, which can serve as a basis for further study later. 
The reason this is such an important issue is that the association of certain features into 
one specific site carries with it assumptions of a cultural and chronological relatedness 
with other features similarly incorporated. 
Hamel 2002 refers to the problems associated with lumping sites and the 
associated SRS files. In reference to extensive historic sites such as goldfields, historic 
homesteads and urban centres, Hamel emphasises the need for archaeologists to see the 
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"whole as greater than the sum of the parts" (Hamel 2002:33). She advocates the creation 
of integrating maps or sketches that show how individual sites or features create an 
overall archaeological landscape. The example of a goldfield site known as Surface Hill 
(near Naseby in Central Otago) consisted of a complex of reservoirs and races which feed 
into sluices further down the hillside. The site record forms for Surface Hill consisted of 
eight forms for the major sluice pits and one hut site, six for the different reservoirs and 
one for the Undaunted West Race which was a major race in the area, forming a large 
group of records which "would have been awkward to understand without the integrating 
map" (Hamel 2002:36,38). Hamel explained that lumping generally favours those who a 
conducting holistic studies, as well as land managers and protection authorities, as these 
integrated sketches, and comprehensive site record forms show the extent of an area 
better than many forms recording individual features would (Hamel 2002:42,44). 
Splitting sites, however, suits those who are involved in typological studies, and Hamel 
has stated the need for criteria on how to select which features within a site to be 
recorded separately (Hamel 2002:45). 
A recent illustration of this problem of lumping and splitting is found in the work 
done at Pouerua in northern New Zealand. The focal point of this work was Pouerua Pa, 
although the surrounding landscape contained further archaeological evidence in the form 
of settlements known as kainga, and evidence of gardening practices (Sutton et al. 2003). 
The first question that had to be asked was that of where to draw the site boundaries. 
Pouerua Pais listed as site P51195 in the SRS. However, as a map in Sutton et al (2003) 
shows, on the same cone as this pa, there are two other sites listed, P5/387a and P5/387b 
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(SRS file numbers). Additionally, this map shows other Tihi (platforms) on both the main 
crater and the secondary cone (Sutton et al. 2003:14, figure 2.3). This plethora of 
archaeological evidence provides an excellent example of the problem of deciding where 
site boundaries are. In this case, the decision was made to split sites, rather than lump 
them. 
All of these handbooks are written with the 'beginner', or untrained volunteer in 
mind, as well as the professional archaeologist. They offer hints and advice on such 
things as what equipment to take, where to find information on site locations and how to 
go about actual site survey (Daniels 1970:39, 1979). 
An important change between additions appears to be the premise behind site 
recording. Daniels (1970) emphasises recording only what is there and visible, without 
recourse to interpretation; the recorder to be "as objective as possible" (Daniels 1970:11 ). 
On the other hand, Walton (1999) makes it clear that he believes site recorders should be 
going into the field with a hypothesis and a set of research questions to be answered. The 
most important point he makes is that "Systematic collection of facts will not necessarily 
lead to archaeological understanding, but rigorous testing of hypotheses ... [and] usually 
does" (Walton 1999:9). Daniels' advice (Daniels 1979: , to 'systematically collect facts' 
without any sort of interpretation, is different to Walton's idea that one should go into the 
field intending to interpret the results. However, the basic premises of initial 
familiarisation followed by as complete a ground survey as possible; to serve the "wider 
aims of archaeology" have remained the same (Walton 1999:9). 
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In technical terms, the main difference is simply the fact that in the 1970s there 
were few parts of the country that had had any intense field survey work done; now 
however, there are few parts that are completely unknown, and Walton's advice reflects 
this. He suggests that new recorders look at the records that have already been filed and 
talk to others who have worked in the same area; when the first handbooks were 
published, this was not possible (Walton 1999). Advances in technology create the 
biggest difference between the various handbooks, as the 1999 version contains a section 
on the use of GPS technology in site recording. Walton briefly describes what GPS does; 
its advantages and disadvantages, and the errors associated with uncorrected GPS 
readings. He goes over the important information that must be included on a site record 
form should a GPS have been used (ibid). There are some small differences in the 
chapters on how to go about filling out the site record forms, but these are simply due to 
the fact that the form has changed over the years. 
2.3 Typology and Classification 
'Ordering information' is perhaps the best way of describing what classification 
is. Archaeology generates an enormous amount of material (both physical and otherwise), 
which must be ordered before it can be studied and interpreted. This applies especially to 
excavation, but the recording of surface features will also have this problem. What 
classification is, is perhaps best described by an explanation of what classification does -
the reasons why archaeologists classify. The theoretical focus has been on artefacts, from 
which the site class literature is derived. However this does not preclude the usefulness of 
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this in the research of spatial features, and it does not mean that there is no literature on 
site classification. Despite this juxtaposition, it does not follow that there must be a hard 
line between artefact classification and site classification. For instance, during the 1950s, 
an attempt was made to" ... think of pa as artefacts in themselves" (Sutton et al. 2003:5, 
refer Golson 1959). For this reason, the basic explanation of the theory of classification 
will consider the scholarship of artefacts, and site classification. 
Archaeology is essentially the study of human behaviour of the past. However, 
unlike other social scientists like anthropologists, the data of the archaeologist are not an 
observation of human behaviour, but the results of such behaviour - the artefacts, surface 
features and other information from archaeological investigations. In order to make sense 
of this behaviour, it must be placed within a context of time and place; chronological 
ordering. Thus, first and foremost, classification is a means of ordering the archaeological 
evidence into appropriate temporal and spatial contexts (Adams 1988). Secondly, 
classifications are created for descriptive purposes; excavations, especially larger ones, 
can generate a massive amount of data - far too much to describe every piece in the 
limited amount of words available for reporting purposes. Creating a classification 
enables the archaeologist to describe the category, using one or two examples, rather than 
trying to describe each individual piece. Classifications of this type are created basically 
for purposes of communication (Adams 1988:51). 
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However, it is important to clarify what is meant by the term classification before 
it can be analysed in terms of the SRS. In general the terms 'classification' and 
'typology' are used interchangeably to define several structures as well as two different 
processes. The definitions given in this section are taken almost exclusively from Adams 
1988, who condenses the 'typological debate', clearing away much of the confusion in 
the process. Terminology is vital to any archaeological discussion (indeed to any 
scientific discussion); in order to communicate ideas, theories and interpretations, there 
must be a universal (at least within the discipline) language that enables these to be 
disseminated. The problem here is that, while the language exists, there are too many 
dictionaries. 
Adams distinguishes between three different structural forms, namely, 
'classification', 'typology' and 'taxonomy' (Adams 1988). However, he uses 
'classification' as a blanket term when referring to all three forms in general. In short 
these can be defined as follows. Classification, according to Adams, is the simplest and 
most basic form of ordering artefacts into "partially contrasting categories" that exist in 
"balanced opposition" to one another (Adams 1988:43). This form of ordering is a 
bounded system. All classifications apply to some things, but not others, and all units are 
weighted equally, none occupy a higher or lower place over another. A typology is 
specifically designed to sort data into mutually exclusive categories. They must have 
rigid boundaries, in order to make it clear what is and what is not able to be sorted within 
the typological system; for example, it must be clear that the typology is a typology of pa 
sites only, therefore middens, pits and other features may not be included in the system. 
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Secondly, there must be one category for each entity to be sorted; this generally involves 
the creation of a 'none of the above' category. Finally, each category must be mutually 
exclusive to all the others; each entity must fit only into one category (Adams 1988). 
Taxonomy is the third and final ordering system Adams clarifies, describing it as any 
classification or typology that has a hierarchy. This happens when the units in the 
ordering system are grouped into "larger and more inclusive units" or "split into smaller 
ones" (Adams 1988:44). In archaeology, taxonomy is usually a secondary feature, 
presented to allow the manipulation of the basic types - a "classification of classes" 
(ibid). It is used to indicate the relationships between types, for instance the idea that 
Type A is reliant on the presence of Type B - whereas in a typology or classification, the 
principle of independence of units states that the presence of one type is not contingent 
on the presence of another (all types are equal). 
The word 'classification' has not only been applied to the above structures, but 
also the following processes used to create categories. Typing is the process of placing 
single entities into previously defined 'type categories', while sorting is the systematic 
allocation of a group of entities into type categories. For instance, typing might involve 
sorting artefacts into groups of 'bricks', 'pottery' and 'bones'. On the other hand sorting 
would involve taking each of those groups, and sorting them into 'red bricks', 'grey 
bricks'; 'blue-glaze pottery', 'unglazed pottery' and 'bird bone', 'mammal bone' (Adams 
1988:44). 
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Further to the discussion of the SRS, it is helpful to look at the two basic 
properties of any useful type category, namely identity and meaning. As Adams puts it, 
typological categories must "be recognisable, but must also have some meaning" for 
them to serve any useful purpose (Adams 1988:46). Identity refers to the ability to 
distinguish one type category from another, both within and without the specific typology 
to which the category belongs. Meaning, however, is relative to the purpose of typology 
to which the category belongs. The type category may be fine for one typology, but be 
utterly meaningless if transported to another. Each entity will have both individual and 
typological identity and meaning. Individual identity is the unique combination of 
features that differentiates an entity from all others. Typological identity is the 
characteristics that enable an entity to be placed in a specific type category. Individual 
meaning, on the other hand, refers to the meaning the entity has (or had) to its makers and 
users. However, typological meaning refers to the meaning the entity possesses as part of 
a type. With respect to archaeology, it is important to remember that artefacts were 
created by past peoples for purposes that at best, we can only guess at. However, 
typologies are created for the purposes of the archaeologist, and hence will have a 
different meaning (Adams 1988). 
This idea of the landscape as archaeological evidence leads into the problem of 
classifying sites; deciding exactly what to record, and what to leave out. Tony Walton 
deals with this problem in his 1999 version of the site recording handbook, where he 
comes to the conclusion that, in large part, the decision relies on the judgement of the site 
recorder (Walton 1999:37). The first classification that the SRS requires site recorders to 
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make is that between prehistoric/Maori and historic sites. Prehistoric/Maori sites cover all 
prehistoric sites and sites of Maori origin from the historical period, such as gunfighter 
pa. Historical sites are those associated with the European settlement of New Zealand, 
and as such they date generally no earlier than 1769, and most are from the 1840s 
onwards (Walton 1999:38). Problems arise in this instance when recorders try to offer 
interpretations of the features they have recorded, in addition to simply describing the 
features. It is important when recording sites to only record the visible features, and not 
include (or include as little as possible) explanation by way of use and function. This can 
be difficult in some instances, especially when the name used to classify the feature or 
site is derived from ethnographic sources and has a definite function attached to it; for 
instance, 'pa', 'umu-ti', 'rua' (ibid:38). It is because site recording is meant to be about 
recording what is there, not what it might have been, that Walton states that 
"classification is intended to be primarily ... morphological" (ibid:38). 
Walton suggests the best way to go about classifying sites in New Zealand 
archaeology is to focus on the feature as the "minimum morphological unit visible" and 
aim to record these first and foremost (Walton 1999:39). These problems are especially 
notable with the classification of a pa. Clearly the earthwork defences belong under the 
classification, as do any other features such as terracing, pits or midden that may be 
within those defences (unless there is clear evidence that they do not). However, what of 
the midden, or pit that occurs 15m outside the earth works? Is this part of the pa, or should 
it be recorded separately? (Walton 1999). The definition of a site is probably the weakest 
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part of any description and the most open to debate, meaning that one should ensure 
one's criteria is clear and be prepared to defend the choice of definition (ibid). 
Finally, it is necessary to realise the importance of a clear and unambiguous 
method of site recording. The purposes of the SRS are varied, but all rely on the easy 
dissemination of standardised information. The most effective way to gather this sort of 
information is through the systematic recording of features as the primary unit of 
classification. This has the added advantage of enabling later research to focus on the 
problem of defining site boundaries, or "ranking similarity" (Walton 1999:45) through 
cultural, chronological, spatial and functional associations. 
2.4 Landscape Archaeology 
Landscape archaeology forms an integral part of the SRS because the action of 
site recording takes place within the wider landscape of the country, and one problem 
associated with the scheme is how sites should be placed within that environment. The 
study of archaeological landscapes provides a frame of reference for understanding 
human-nature interactions (Zedefio 2000: 1 02). Settlement archaeology involves the study 
of human settlement patterns as they relate to the analysis of interactions between people 
and the environment in which they lived (Fagan and DeCorse 2005, Chang 1968). 
Specifically, settlement patterns are investigated as the result of relationships between 
people who, due to practical, cultural, social, political and economic considerations, 
chose to place their dwellings, communities and religious structures in certain places and 
certain ways (Fagan and DeCorse 2005). This relates to landscape archaeology in that 
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human settlements are not randomly placed across the landscape, environmental factors 
such as proximity to water, and food resources, as well as cultural reasons such as the 
presence/absence of trade routes will all have an effect on where past people chose to 
build their settlement (ibid). 
Landscape archaeology refers to the study of the landscape as it has been changed 
and defined by the people who settled there. The "spatial and material manifestation of 
the relations between humans and their environment" (Whittlesey 1998 cited Fagan and 
DeCorse 2005:411). Here it is being said that environment is part of the natural world, 
however it may impact on human beings dwelling within its confines. However, 
landscape is a human creation, able to be changed and modified to bring it into line with 
a set of cultural and religious ideas. There are three main aspects to landscape 
archaeology: physical characteristics, historical transformations, and the physical and 
symbolic relationships of the people with their environment (Fagan and DeCorse 
2005:412). In this sense, a landscape is as much a part of the archaeological record as an 
individual site or artefact. It is made up of single landmarks that have been linked into an 
integrated network, creating a landscape (Zedefio 2000). (A landmark is a place or 
localised resource that has been transformed into a category of material culture [Zedefio 
2000:98]). A landscape serves as a record of cultural transformations over time, and 
when the landscape is acknowledged as a way in which people organise their 
relationships with their social world, it creates a "potentially vital source of information 
on ideology and cultural intangibles" (ibid). 
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There are two forms of landscape archaeology, according to Phillips and 
Campbell; one is historical ecology, a scientific and ecological approach. The other they 
term social landscape, which takes a more cultural and humanist approach (Phillips and 
Campbell 2004). Historical ecology states that the landscape interacts with and is affected 
by, cultural processes. According to historical ecologists, landscape is "the material 
manifestation of the relation between humans and the environment" (Crumley 1994 cited 
Phillips and Campbell 2004:96). Social landscape has intention and agency as the main 
forces acting on the landscape. The focus is on the power of culture and history to 
structure the landscape, and the way in which the spatial relationships of archaeological 
evidence relate to the forces of social organisation that created them (Phillips and 
Campbel12004). 
This second aspect is also what drives settlement archaeology; however there is 
one key difference. Settlement archaeology generally focuses on environment and 
economy and its relationship to culture history. Landscape archaeology focuses more on 
historical processes, and examines those things particular to a specific culture, time, 
place, or even a specific person. Settlement archaeology starts at the level of the 
landscape or environment and works down to the cultural processes, while landscape 
archaeology starts at the internal aspects of culture that are reflected in the spatial 
arrangement of landscape in the form of archaeological remains. For instance, political 
attitudes to boundaries will dictate where fortified sites, such as pa, are located (Phillips 
and Campbell 2004). 
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Zedefio 2000 emphasised the cultural aspect of landscape archaeology, by 
incorporating theories from a number of other disciplines. For instance, she noted that 
cultural, socioeconomic and political forces transform nature, even as nature can 
transform human interactions- creating a kind of 'human landscape'; an idea generated 
by geography (Zedefio 2000:1 03). Another philosophical position, neo-Marxism, stated 
that "landscape is a socially constructed environment, wherein humans shape and reshape 
their relations to each other and to the natural world" (Zedefio 2000: 1 04). Zedefio sees 
landscape archaeology as a method to describe and explain human-nature relations, but 
that landscape must first be defined materially before any such analysis can begin (ibid). 
This leads her to illustrate two ways in which landscapes may be described and 
explained. The first delimits an arbitrary space and simply describes that which is found 
within its boundaries, while the second focuses on one specific object (a landmark, see 
above) and describes its relations with other objects, thus creating a landscape (Zedefio 
2000). The first method is that often used by archaeologists in defining the boundaries of 
regions, communities, and other settlement sites (for instance, pa sites in New Zealand). 
The second method can be used for the analysis of "contextually specific resource use" 
(Zedefio 2000:106, see also Vayda 1983). In terms of archaeology, this second 'place-
bound' method was applied to the landscape through Binford's 1982 'The Archaeology of 
Place' in which he stated that past cultural systems could not be understood unless the 
organisational relationships of people to and between places that were used during the 
performance of the past system (Zedefio 2000:1 06). Simply put, a landscape contains the 
"spatial, historical, and social dimensions of human-nature relations" (Zedefio 2000:1 07). 
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This means that in order to understand the ways in which the past settlers of a region 
(Maori and early European settlers in the Kaikoura District) through an examination of 
the landscape must take into account spatial, historical and social dimensions of the 
interaction between humans and the environment in which they dwell. 
2.5 Classification and the Site Recording Scheme 
Now that the theory behind classification has been elucidated, it is necessary to 
put it into practice with regards the SRS. Before any analysis of the SRS can be done, it is 
necessary to understand what sort of classification, under the above definitions, the SRS 
is. From a brief examination of the site record files, it can be stated that the ordering 
system used by the SRS is, a classification. The scheme is a bounded system, in that it is 
designed to classify information about archaeological sites only, and there are definitions 
in place to make it clear what constitutes an archaeological site. The type categories are 
conceptually equivalent, in that, in theory at least, no value judgments are made on the 
relative worth of each type. For instance, a pa site is not necessarily considered more 
important or more noteworthy than a midden site. However, the scheme is not a typology, 
as the type categories - or at least, the entities to be sorted - are not mutually exclusive. 
Some sites in the SRS are capable of being assigned two or more type categories, as they 
may be a pa site with associated pits, or a midden/oven, or any one of a number of other 
combinations. 
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This poses a problem for the use of the SRS, as it is not merely a tool for 
communication. As Adams states, a typology is often a starting point for generalisations 
and comparison, essentially, for research purposes. The SRS was primarily designed for 
use as a research tool, according to Daniels (1979). However the classification system 
does not really lend itself to use as such, especially where sites have not been reassessed. 
When sites can be listed under two or more type categories and especially with the debate 
over lumping or splitting sites, the SRS does not appear to be the most useful tool for the 
purpose of comparison. However, to be fair, the SRS can provide a starting point for 
research and in cases where comparison is not the issue at hand - site distribution for 
example- the SRS will be the best information resource available. 
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ARCHAEOLOGY REVIEW 
Much research has been done in the Kaikoura District, especially as the coastline 
has such a high concentration of archaeological sites. Notable research in the district 
includes survey work by Barry Brailsford (then at Christchurch Teacher's College) 
especially on the Kaikoura Peninsula and coastline (Brailsford 1981 ). The investigations 
and publications of Michael Trotter and Beverly McCulloch while working for the 
Canterbury Museum, and the Ngai Tahu Rock Art Project (separate to the SRS), 
supervised by Brian Allingham are other key sources. 
Because of the proliferation of sites along this coastline, archaeological 
authorities from the HPT for site modification have been required frequently. Thirty 
authorities have been granted since the passage of the HPAA 1975 (Wylie, pers. comm.). 
Information gathered from work carried out under these authorities has added to the 
knowledge of the archaeology of this district. As with all things in archaeology, context is 
vitally important. Putting Kaikoura archaeology into a global context of site management 
and protection gives a greater understanding of what is going on in the district at the 
current time. 
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3.1 Kaikoura Archaeology 
In order to make sense of the archaeology done in the Kaikoura District, the sites 
will be examined in order, from north to south. Figure 1 (see Chapter One) shows the 
extent of the Kaikoura District. A brief description is given by Trotter and McCulloch of 
work done, in 1999, on behalf of Transit New Zealand in order to fulfil the latter's legal 
obligations under the HP A 1993 when carrying out maintenance on State Highway One 
from Tirohanga (68 kilometres north of Kaikoura) to Okarahia (27 kilometres south). 
This work involved walking over all areas likely to contain sites (including private 
property) in a 50m wide strip on either side of the highway (Trotter and McCulloch 
1999). 
Sites that were previously recorded in the SRS were revisited to assess current 
status and location, especially important as most had been recorded using the imperial 
system. The switch to the metric system meant that there were some errors in locational 
grid references; the site survey enabled these to be identified and corrected. By the end of 
the survey, 76 sites had been noted, 21 of them had not been previously recorded. Most 
were prehistoric, although some related to early European occupation, such as the Rangi-
inu-wai whaling station (ibid). 
3.1.1 North of Kaikoura 
3.1.1.1 Rakautara 
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Eyles ( 197 5) gives a brief description of the cave site at Rakautara, (Site Record 
File: P3111 0). There are two caves in this area, and while the larger of the two had been 
well fossicked since its discovery, the smaller was not found until the beginning of 1972 
when a family was investigating the larger cave. Its nature as an archaeological site was 
confirmed when the floor at the back produced a Duff Type 2B adze of polished Ohana 
argillite (Eyles 1975). In February of that year, the Nelson Museum Archaeological 
Group cleared the back of the cave, removing quantities of rock that had been deposited 
there by the construction of the railway line. At the end of this time, the cave was 
disguised with rocks to protect it from fossickers. Returning in Easter, the face was drawn 
and profiles photographed, while the clearing down work continued. Eventually, a stage 
was reached when, due to rubble at the entrance, work could not continue. All the 
material from the cave was taken to the Nelson Provincial Museum (subsequently 
transferred to the Canterbury Museum). In June 1972, rock was removed from above the 
cave, the adjoining hillside and from in front of the cave, essentially destroying its 
structure (ibid). 
Hearth fires were found in the centre of the cave, and at the time of investigation, 
there was a large enclosed fire at the entrance. Eyles (197 5: 135) suggested that the bone 
material in the cave had been taken there for "utilisation", rather than food. The 
artefactual assemblage places the cave chronologically in the early Classic phase, with a 
period of steady occupation, roughly contemporaneous with the nearby Ngati Mamoe Pa. 
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According to Eyles, this pa was sacked by the Ngai Tahu around 1650, which would 
place the occupation of the cave at a period prior to this date. Thereafter, the cave was 
occupied intermittently by travelling parties, as can be seen by the paucity of artefacts 
with the exception of a few drilled human teeth in the top layer (Eyles 1975). 
3.1.2 Kaikoura Peninsula 
Work first began on the Kaikoura Peninsula in the 1950s with site recording by 
Tony Fomison (1959). His purpose was to study the evolution of pa sites in a contained 
area. He assumed that the Kaikoura Peninsula, with its high density of sites, and 
extensive length of occupation, was suitable for this type of survey. Fomison (1959) gave 
brief, one-paragraph outlines of 12 sites over the Kaikoura Peninsula. Finally, he offered 
a 'synthesis of results' at the end of the article. 
The pa sites fell invariably into one of two categories, 'promontory' or 'terrace-
edge', with the former dominating. Size and complexity also varied in both types, from 
sites of simplicity to those of composite variant and sub-divided pa. Fomison suggested 
that the reason for this could well be population growth. As the population living on the 
peninsula grew, the need for terraced living space would also grow. Conversely, this 
would mean there was a decrease in the use of natural defences, which Fomison 
suggested correlates to the development of more complex earthwork defences, giving rise 
to the possibility of a relative chronology based on the size of pa earthworks. Artificial 
defence earthworks ranged from none at all, through to the full range including ditch and 
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bank, bank and scarp, and terrace and scarp. However, there were no examples of musket 
pa earthworks. The most common unit was the ditch and bank (Fomison 1959). 
Access was generally gained through gaps in the transverse unit (of earthwork 
defence) in promontory pa, although there are a couple of cases in which access appeared 
to have been gained through the lateral palisading (pa at Armer' s Beach and South Bay). 
In terrace-edge pa, access appeared to have been solely through the lateral unit of 
defence. Internal features are due more to habitation requirements than defence, 
according to Fomison. He describes the most common feature as the secondary terracing 
of areas into house platforms, both inside and outside the defended area (Fomison 1959). 
Six raised-rim pits were discovered as part of one site complex, at Armer's Beach, 
as well as occurring in number along or near six of the pa sites. The raised-rim pit was 
the most common, ranging from shallow and oval to deep and rectangular, depending on 
the state of preservation. The rimless pit was found less frequently, mainly as small, 
shallow oval depressions. Fomison acknowledges that the raised-rim pits were situated 
appropriately for use as storage pits with ready drainage (Fomison 1959). Finally, three 
midden scatters were located; two were secondary features associated with pa sites at 
Armers Beach, while the third, on Armers Beach is described as a separate site in its own 
right (ibid). 
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Brailsford (1981) included a chapter on the pa sites of the Kaikoura Peninsula in 
his book The Southern Frontiers of the Pa Maori, in which he uses a non-evolutionary 
classification for the various types of pa. There were 14 pa on the Kaikoura Peninsula, 
consisting of four different types: the Headland Pa, the Ridge Line Pa, the 'Stepped Pa', 
and the Terrace-Edge Pa. For each variety, Brailsford described one or two (sometimes 
more) examples of this type, describing the basic features, defences and occupational 
evidence for each site. He also included a section on the possible palisading of each kind 
of site, based on the surface evidence of earthwork defences, as there is little other data 
for these sites (Brailsford 1981: 116). 
The Headland Pa are those on promontories surrounded by cliffs, such as 
Lighthouse Pa at the east end of Arrners Beach (near the seal colony). Ridge Line Pa are 
those situated on the line of a ridge, with generally steep slopes on most sides. As an 
example, Brailsford uses the South Bay Pa, which has three earthwork defence layers, a 
ditch-wall barrier at the highest end of the pa, within this is the remains of a ditch, and 
finally, at the downhill end, there exists another ditch line (Brailsford 1981: 119). There is 
only one example ofthe 'Stepped Pa', located on a ridge that runs down towards Arrners 
Beach. This site has been extensively terraced, with 16 terraces cut into the slope of the 
ridge. The terracing is sharply defined in a photograph of the pa shown in Brailsford 
1981: Figure 104; the terraces are still as sharply defined today; (see Figure 2). This is 
one of the few pa sites that had evidence of occupation, with extensive midden exposed 




Figure 2- The terraces described in Brailsford 's book, as seen in June 2005 
There are five terrace-edged pa on the Kaikoura Peninsula. Two of the best 
known are Nga Niho and Takahanga. Nga Niho is situated with an excellent view of the 
Kaikoura township beach front, and would have dominated this area. Brailsford considers 
this one of the youngest pa on the peninsula due to the lack of wear on the walls (2m in 
19 81, and they are still close to this height now). He observed that the arrangement of 
defences on the pa gave the impression of one built to withstand musket fire, although 
without the bastions needed to give defenders the chance to return fire. There are three pa 
of this type in South Bay (on the opposite side of the peninsula from the Kaikoura 
township) . 
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3.1.2.1 Takahanga Pa 
The best known of the terrace-edged pa is certainly Takahanga. There are more 
traditions associated with this site than any of the others, including the conquest of the pa 
by Ngai Tahu (over the previous Ngati Mamoe inhabitants), and the routing ofNgai Tahu 
by the forces of Te Rauparaha (the battle of the Shark's Tooth) (Brailsford 1981:130). 
McCulloch and Trotter drew on the research of S. O'Regan for the interpretation of 
Maori history. It is uncertain exactly where the battle fought between Ngai Tahu and Te 
Rauparaha was fought- Evison merely states that Te Rauparaha attacked the Ngai Tahu 
at Kaikoura, "where there were several well-populated pa but only two muskets" (Evison 
1993:50). 
Trotter and McCulloch's brief outline of the European history of the site details 
its original purchase by James Mackay in 1859. Subsequently, in 1879, the land left in the 
hands of the Maoris, 'Native Reserve E' was exchanged for Crown Lands provided a 
small cemetery was fenced off. In 1899, a map refers to the site as 'Old Takahanga Pa', 
while in 1900 the intention to create a recreation ground and Cottage hospital was 
gazetted. Finally, in 1975, the status of part of the land, now called Takahanga Domain, 
was changed to a Historic Reserve, under the management and control of the Kaikoura 
District Council (McCulloch and Trotter 1984:401). The site is also, of course, an 
archaeological site and became subject to the regulations in the HPA 1975, which became 
effective in 1976. In 1979, the Takahanga Pa Trust Board was formed, becoming the 
administering body for the site, along with another change in status, to 'Local Purpose 
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Reserve (Site for a Marae)' as the Maori community wished to construct a marae on the 
site. It was at this time the name was changed to Takahanga Marae (ibid). 
This site was excavated by Michael Trotter in 1979, and again in 1980 and 1982 
by Trotter and Beverly McCulloch (McCulloch and Trotter 1984), which gives a much 
better understanding of what happened at the site. It is unfortunate, that due to the grassed 
nature of the pa on the peninsula, very little occupation evidence has been found; making 
it almost impossible to say with certainty whether the pa was occupied and for how long 
(Brailsford 1981 ). The excavations at Takahanga in 1980 and 1982 were on behalf of the 
Trust Board set up to facilitate the building of a modem marae on the site. They were 
required to have an archaeological assessment carried out on the site before any building 
work could commence under the HP A. 
McCulloch and Trotter described Takahanga as a terrace-edge pa, in the shape of 
"a long rectangle ... approximately 240m by 60m" (McCulloch and Trotter 1984:389). 
Defence was provided along the eastern side by a relatively steep cliff face, and by ditch 
and bank earthworks on the other three sides (see Figure 3). Through the centre of the 
site, there is another earthen wall, with what appeared to be a defended gateway set into 
it. Artefacts and other "occupation material" have been found outside the confines of the 
pa, and there was a substantial occupation on the flat ground below (ibid). Damage to the 
earthworks can be seen in the uphill end of the southern ditch and bank which was 
arbitrarily removed by a bulldozer in the past (no date given). The central part of this wall 
is in good condition, while the downhill section has been destroyed by the planting of 
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school gardens (it was visible and intact in older photographs), and some surface features 
still show where it was. 
Figure 3- Map ofTakahanga Pa (taken from McCulloch and Trotter 1984:391) 
A roadway levelled along the top of the western long wall damaged this feature, 
and at the end of this road, hospital rubbish has been dumped in the deep hollow between 
the pa and the hospital, bringing the hollow almost level with the earthworks (McCulloch 
and Trotter 1984, no dates given). The north (front) wall has two breaks that appear to be 
gateways; however, as one is situated on a vehicle track, it is likely to be of European 
origin. Finally, there is a walking track running up the eastern side of the pa. This track 
gives access to the pathway down the cliff face to the township. It crosses over both the 
60 
front (north) and central walls, which are being trodden down as a result of the passage of 
track users (McCulloch and Trotter 1984). 
A preliminary investigation in 1979, an excavation of approximately 3000m
2 at 
the southern end of the pa identified an oven-pit, a ditch and postholes - as well as 
evidence for cooking and workshop activities. Further excavation would concentrate on 
outlining features rather than clearing the ground that was to be disturbed. The 1980 
excavation opened twenty-one 2m squares, showing the remains of a rectangular house 
and an adjacent cooking area. The second investigation took place in February 1982, 
under the direction of Beverly McCulloch. This focused on the defended gateway 
situated in the central dividing wall. Eighteen squares placed in a grid over the gateway 
area were excavated to gain information on both the gateway and the wall in which it was 
placed (McCulloch and Trotter 1984). 
There was evidence that a 'stake-and-vine' fence had been constructed near the 
top of the central wall, running parallel to it, and that had been burnt at some time in the 
past (McCulloch and Trotter 1984). There was no evidence of structures on the northern 
side of the wall, and evidence of large palisade posts on the southern side at what would 
have been the original ground level. The gateway itself was clearly defined by the 
charred remains of fence uprights which delineated two stages in construction. The 
original passageway ran straight through the defensive earthworks opening onto the 
northern part of the pa, and was a little over three metres long (McCulloch and Trotter 
1984:411). At some point, the northernmost end had been blocked off by earth-fill, and a 
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new opening created in the eastern side of the passageway, with a new entranceway that 
ran east of the original passageway for about a metre before turning north and opening 
again onto the northern part of the pa (McCulloch and Trotter 1984:411, 413). 
In general, the structures and occupation material found on Takahanga Pa related 
to pre-European Maori culture, with the exception of some nineteenth century bottle-
glass and a musket ball. It is likely that there was some further European influence, as 
there is evidence that cooking was being carried out within the house found in the 1980 
excavation. The burnt gateway and the presence of the musket ball suggest the pa was 
still in use during the time of Te Rauparaha's raid, which most likely took place in 1830 
(McCulloch and Trotter 1984:415). However, the pa does not appear to have been 
occupied in 1859 at the time of the Kaikoura Purchase, and it is likely the site was 
abandoned after the attack (McCulloch and Trotter 1984). Due to the fact that there is 
very little artefactual material within the pa complex itself, it is suggested by McCulloch 
and Trotter that the pa was primarily a place of refuge, with many activities carried out 
outside the pa (McCulloch and Trotter 1984:415). Without any fauna! material suitable 
for radiocarbon dating, a concrete age for the site is not possible. McCulloch and Trotter 
interpret the traditional evidence, and suggest that it is possible that the site had been 
occupied by various groups of people (Ngati Mamoe, Ngai Tahu) for at least 200 years 
(McCulloch and Trotter 1984:417). 
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3.1.2.2 Avoca Point 
In 1973, excavations under the direction of Michael Trotter were conducted at 
A voca Point on the Kaikoura Peninsula, partly for the purpose of ascertaining the 
location of the moa-hunter burial that contained the largest moa egg ever found (Trotter 
1980, Trotter and McCulloch 1993 :84). Work was also done at the nearby whaling 
station (Waiopuka), and within the evidence exposed by roadworks and erosion near the 
whaling station. The archaeological site excavated was situated adjacent to a small 
swamp west of Fyffe House (site number 031/30). Twenty-three 1.5m squares were 
excavated around the property, revealing a prehistoric occupation area of about 850m
2
• In 
the rest of the area, what little indication of prehistoric occupation there was, was sparse 
and mixed in with historic and recent "occupation material" (Trotter 1980:278). The 
prehistoric material consisted of shellfish at concentrations of over 365g/m
2
; bones and 
flint flakes at over 40g/m2 (Trotter 1980:279). A brief analysis was done of the faunal 
remains and artefactual material found in this area, as well as radiocarbon dating on six 
pieces of organic material, and one on soil matrix. 
Of the artefacts (1 016 pieces) the vast majority were flint flakes (900), by-
products of the creation of cutting utensils (Trotter 1980). As well as this, there were two 
cores of flint and one of obsidian, and three flint drill points. Other artefacts included 
adze-quality metasomatised argillite and basalt, two pieces of greenstone and two 
sandstone files (ibid). There were other artefacts in the form of worked bone, and two 
unusual baked clay balls, one of which was complete and had a flattened 'base' (ibid). 
The evidence of European occupation consisted mainly of broken glass and crockery, 
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along with some rusted iron, pieces of clay pipes and three coins; an English fourpenny 
piece dated to 1855, and two shillings, 1845 and 1854 (Trotter 1980). The evidence 
suggests that the site was only occupied for a short time, with shellfish, mammals and 
birds the main food sources. However, evidence of the moa-hunter burial that was in part 
the purpose for the excavation was not found, leaving Trotter to suggest that it lies in the 
vicinity of the whaling station where there is also a prehistoric site (ibid). 
3.1.2.3 Fvffe House 
Investigations into the construction of Fyffe House and the advent of new 
information gained from fieldwork and historical records have led to a new understanding 
about the construction of the historic Fyffe House (Trotter and McCulloch 1993). Fyffe 
House was presumed to have been built in stages in the years between 1859-60, 
appearing in its final form around 1863 (Harris 1994, Trotter and McCulloch 1993). 
However, subsequent research into the construction of the house shows that it was built 
in stages over a much greater period of time than had previously been realised. The first 
section of the house (the current East Wing) corresponds exactly to the layout, size, and 
orientation of the 'Cooper's House' drawn on a plan of Waiopuka Whaling Station by 
Edmund Norman in 1852 (Trotter and McCulloch 1993:74). It is likely that this Cooper's 
House was built by Robert Fyfe in the early 1840s, as archival evidence states that he was 
employing a cooper by 1843. 
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The second stage of building was done by George Fyffe in mid-1857. This is the 
southern block of the current West Wing, and comprises a two-storey kitchen and store. 
The northern extension of this block, which included a passageway connecting this wing 
to the old cooper's house, was built by George Fyffe about 1859. Pictorial evidence 
shows that Fyffe House had assumed its current appearance by at least 1863 (Trotter and 
McCulloch 1993 :83). At the same time, the site of the moa-hunter burial was discovered 
through the emergence of earlier recordings of the burial with more accurate locational 
information (Trotter and McCulloch 1993). In short, the evidence now points to the burial 
having been found at the base of the mudstone outcrop located at the rear of Fyffe House 
while foundations were being prepared for the building of George Fyffe's store and 
kitchen complex around 1857 (Trotter and McCulloch 1993:91). 
Between 1980 and 1990, Michael Trotter and Beverley McCulloch spent much 
time researching in the area now registered by the HPT as the 'Fyffe Historic Area'. They 
proposed that the sites around and including Fyffe House be registered as an historic area. 
This registration proposal was accepted by the HPT in 1998. Trotter and McCulloch 
described briefly the sites that they examined that are now within the boundaries of the 
Fyffe Historic Precinct (Trotter and McCulloch 1999). The sites were described in order 
from north to south, with a brief description of each as well as the Site Record number. 
Some of the sites listed, such as Beacon Hill are not strictly speaking archaeological 
sites, but they are part of the early history of the area, and as such are worth mentioning 
in relation to the historical/archaeological landscape. 
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3.1.2.4 Armer's Beach 
The Waiopuka Woolshed was described in more detail after an archaeological 
excavation was carried out at the site in January of 1993 by Trotter and McCulloch 
(1993). The authors were aware that the woolshed had once existed through a cryptic 
entry in the diary of George Fyffe: 
"After dinner we put a bone floor into the shearing shed - It had become a nasty 
puddle- The bone floor is formed of the back bones of whales" 
(Fyffe cited Trotter and McCulloch 1993:1 07). 
From this quote, it was clear that such a shed existed in the vicinity of Waiopuka 
Whaling Station, and the exact location is given in the field book of surveyor Joseph 
Ward - at the north end of Armers Beach, close to Waiopuka Stream (Trotter and 
McCulloch 1993). In 1990 the approximate location of the site was identified as an 
artificially levelled area of ground, with four deliberately placed whale vertebrae; the 
1993 excavation was carried out in the hopes of confirming this placement and answering 
questions as to the nature of the woolshed. Once the excavation began, it was realised 
that the whale vertebrae being uncovered were too extensive and spaced too widely to 
have been placed in two afternoons (as the diary of George Fyffe stated). Instead, the turf 
was removed to a level equal to that of the top of the vertebrae, and their positions were 
recorded with a theodolite survey (ibid). 
The most obvious interpretation of the archaeological evidence was that the 
vertebrae found were indeed the piles on which the wooden flooring of George Fyffe's 
woolshed were placed. However, the distribution of the vertebrae also supported other 
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interpretations: for instance, the pattern could well have represented one, two or more 
buildings, stages of development in a single building, or repair/maintenance work done 
on a single building (Trotter and McCulloch 1993: 114). Trotter and McCulloch 
concluded that the remains they found were not those of the woolshed referred to in 
George Fyffe's diary of 1854, although they are likely to be from a later woolshed, as no 
other European activities in the area would have required a building that large (ibid). 
3.1. 3 South of Kaikoura 
3.1.3.1 Elms Pa 
Trotter and McCulloch, in 1986 discovered the location of a pa site first 
mentioned in 1959 by Tony Fomison. Fomison came across a reference (possibly Elvy 
1948) to a pa site south of Kaikoura and searched for it. However he was unable to find 
anything, and eventually filed a site record form for the site, recording it as 'not existing' 
to "save other researchers wasting their time in trying to locate it" (Trotter and 
McCulloch 1998, Site Record File: 031/14). In 1986, Trotter and McCulloch were 
working on the Fyffe moa hunter site when it was suggested they might like to look at 
were thought to be garden walls. The 'walls' were in fact the earthwork defences of the 
missing pa (ibid). In 1990 Trotter and McCulloch returned to the site to survey and record 
it. The pa has been named Elms Pa due to its proximity to Elms Creek, which forms part 
of its boundary. The site would have covered approximately one and a half hectares, 
depending on the stream boundary at the time (which borders it on every side but the 
south-east). The south-east is protected by defensive "ditch and wall earthworks" (Trotter 
and McCulloch 1998:202), the western side of which is now planted with elm trees, while 
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the eastern side masquerades as a sand hill, and State Highway One has split the wall in 
two. Other archaeological evidence includes heat-stained soil, burnt stones and the 
occasional artefact which are often found on the part of the site that was cultivated some 
years past (Trotter and McCulloch). 
3.1.3.2 Omihi 
The Omihi site is essentially a large village (approximately eight hectares in 
total), although it is best known for its urupa. It runs from just north of the Omihi Stream 
past the 'Auchinleck' cottage, south toTe Akaha's Rock (Figure 4). Application 1977-12 
applied to this site just south of Kaikoura. The purpose of the initial authority was for Mr. 
Wells to be able to build a store/garage and motel. However, the Ministry of Works and 
Development (now abolished) also needed an authority, as part of the land was to be used 
for road widening purposes. The authority was granted to the Ministry, but at a later date 
was withdrawn until further assessment could be undertaken, the reason being that the 
proposed roadworks would seriously impinge on a marked burial ground in the area. 
Michael Trotter was contacted by the Ministry to supervise earthmoving 
operations, which uncovered human remains that were taken for reburial at Oaro (further 
to the south). The final piece of correspondence on file is a letter from the HPT to the 
Ministry on the apparent failure of the Ministry to fulfil the conditions of the authority-
which said that the Trust must be informed of the intention to carry out the work so that 
archaeological monitoring might be arranged. It appears that the Ministry carried out the 
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work without informing the Trust, which led to the HPT withdrawing the authority and 
issuing a request for more information/comments (McKinlay ms. 1977). 
Authority 2001-41 was granted to Telstra-Satum to lay cables along State 
Highway One. Due to the extent of the work, four sites would be affected, Elms Pa 
(031114), Rangi-inu-wai Whaling Station (031176), Kiekie (032/48), and Omihi (032/8, 
032111) - as well as the chance of happening upon other archaeological deposits beneath 
the road surface (see Figure 4). 
Omihi 
OARO 
PROPOSED ROUTE OF 
TELSTRA-SATURN FIBRE-OPTIC CABLE 
KAIKOURA TO OARO 
Skm 
Figure 4- Extent of affected coast line (Trotter and McCulloch. 2000: I) 
In addition to this information, both the archaeological assessment and the authority 
report have been included. At Elms Pa, a trench was dug along the grassed benn on the 
69 
seaward side of the highway about 4m from the edge of the road. The most important 
discoveries made were an area of blackened soil and burnt stones at the northern end of 
the trench (near Elms Creek), and at the southern end, between 136 and 142m south of 
Elms Creek bridge, a section cut through what was tentatively identified as the filled-in 
defensive ditch (Figure 5 - Omihi2) (Trotter et al. 2001). 
Six metre section on eastern side of the trench at Elms Pa showing 
what is tentatively interpreted as the defensive trench at the southern 
end of the site. Note that the vertical scale is exaggerated x2. 
Figure 5 - Stratigraphic profile of possible defensive ditch (Trotter et al. 2001:4) 
Also included in this authority was the Rangi-inu-wai Whaling Station, much of 
which had already been destroyed in the 1930s during road/railway construction. During 
the laying of the fibre-optic cable little was found beyond non-diagnostic pieces of iron, 
and the redeposited material of road foundations (Trotter et al. 2001 ). Kiekie exists 
mostly on the seaward side of the highway, underneath an area used mainly for parking 
and picnicking. The trench started at a joint box at the northern end of the site, and 44m 
south from this an original ground surface was uncovered in the bottom of the trench (at a 
depth of 80cm). Another 26m south, the ground surface appeared again, and between 85-
90m south two shallow fire pits with black soil, charcoal and burnt stones were 
70 
uncovered (see Figure 6 - Omihi3), (Trotter et al. 2001 :5). Nothing was found in the 
trench at Omihi itself that required work to be halted, despite passing close to where 
burials were found in 1938 and 1977 respectively (Trotter et al. 2001:6). In general, the 
deposits found contained mainly disturbed material within a dark soil layer, which was 
occasionally greasy (Trotter et al. 2001 ). 
Five metre section on eastern side of the trench at Kiekie showing 
what is interpreted as a double oven scoop containing charcoal and 
hangi stones. Note that the vertical scale is exaggerated x2. 
Figure 6- Trench at Kiekie, interpreted as a double oven scoop (Trotter et al. 
2001:5) 
3.1.3.3 Pari Whakatau 
Michael Trotter had described the results of an investigation at Pari Whakatau pa 
(Claverley, south of Oaro ), in 1962. Initial investigations began in 1955 and continued 
through to 1960, in the form of excavations of three large pits (part of a complex of 18). 
The evidence gathered suggested that they were the remains of dwellings; and Duff used 
Maori traditions to identify the site as an Ngati Mamoe pa, Pari Whakatau (Trotter 
1975: 145). In 1962, further investigations were carried out by a team from the 
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Canterbury Museum (directed by Tony Fomison) to obtain additional information, 
especially on whether the site had been protected by a palisade (Trotter 1975). 
Areas of excavation included a small area on the edge of the lower terrace where 
the pits were located, searching for signs of palisading. A vertical face was driven 
through the centre of the excavation to facilitate the discovery and study of postholes. 
Within a 4m square area, a pattern of 27 postholes were found, interpreted as a main 
defensive palisade, with a possible secondary palisade inside, and the remains of a 
fighting platform outside the main palisade. According to ethnographic records, fighting 
platforms often defended gateways, and although the spaces between the postholes in the 
external palisade (only 20cm) precluded a gateway, the larger space between the posts of 
the internal gateway did not. Fomison suggested that the platform defended an internal 
gateway reached by an outer entrance elsewhere (Trotter 1975). On the northern side of 
the site, erosion had displayed more postholes, which suggested that the entire perimeter 
of the pa had been palisaded, along with an artificial scarp providing transverse defence 
along the western side. Fomison considered the pits present to be of two types. The first 
being small and rectangular with a slightly raised rim common on pa sites, most likely 
used for storage; while the second were larger, mostly square that seemed to replace 
habitational terracing (unfortunately, no diagrams are available). 
No midden was found during the 1962 excavation of the palisade and pits; 
however in 1960 Ron Scarlett excavated a midden on a knob on the other side of the road 
- it was situated east of the site, but its exact relationship to the pa is unknown (Trotter 
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1975:149). In a 1975 investigation, Trotter noticed charcoal and burnt stones in a black 
earth matrix on the eroding north face and the south-east face sloping down to the 
roadway. Artefacts have been recovered from Pari Whakatau, although one third of them 
came from the knob on the other side of the road. The artefacts that were found on the 
main site (from both the 1962 and 197 5 investigations) include flakes of flint, chert, 
chalcedony, and obsidian, greywacke attrition saws, argillite adzes, and a greenstone 
gouge (Trotter 1975). Other broken pieces of greenstone suggested the presence of 
pendants, and one broken adze appeared to be in the process of reshaping to another tool. 
Three types of fishhook, flint flakes, a broken chisel, adze pieces, bone and a possible 
needle point were found on the knob (Trotter 1975:150). The quantity of artefacts still 
present at Pari Whakatau is unusual for pa sites along the Kaikoura coast, which 
generally have very little occupational material left. The fortifications, pits, fishhook and 
adze types suggest that Pari Whakatau belongs to the South Island Classic period, while 
the presence of Mayor Island obsidian, and the use of argillite for adzes (as opposed to 
greenstone) place the site in the early Classic period (Trotter 197 5). 
3.2 Conclusion 
3. 2.1 State of Knowledge 
The archaeological resource in the Kaikoura District is rich, varied, and extensive. 
At first glance, it appears that the state of knowledge for this district is excellent. A large 
number of sites have been entered into the SRS, and even the development projects in the 
area have provided opportunities for archaeologists in the form of HPT authorities. 
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However, a closer study of the published material reveals that, while a lot has 
been published, it covers only a small range of sites. Large pa sites like Takahanga and 
sites such as Avoca Point which contain both prehistoric and historic archaeological 
material have been excavated several times and are well documented. Other sites, 
especially those along the highway, are not so well covered. As Challis (1991: 1 01) states 
the overall state of knowledge is "preliminary and patchy". A part of the problem could 
well be the size of the area; the coastline runs from Kekerengu in the north, to Oaro in the 
south, and covers a total land area of 2048km2 (KDC 2004). Challis provides a very good 
synthesis of the archaeological knowledge of the area, and remarks that "little has been 
said on most subjects" (Challis 1991:128). 
3.2.2 Nature of the Resource 
Unfortunately, due to the nature of the archaeological resource being 
predominantly coastal, it is vulnerable to development pressures both in the Kaikoura 
township and along the Kaikoura stretch of State Highway One. A prime example of this 
is the work done by Trotter and McCulloch on behalf of Transit New Zealand, and the 
Ministry of Works and Development to fulfil the conditions of various HPT authorities. 
In these instances, sites along the coastline were examined before or during construction 
work that would damage them. 
In this respect, the archaeological resource is far from intact, as every authority 
undertaken, and every excavation completed removes more of the resource from the 
ground. Land use in the historic period has also adversely affected the archaeology of the 
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district. The condition of the various sites through the district depends in part on location; 
sites that are further away from the road and railway are more likely to have been 
protected from development. Meanwhile sites that are along the route of the highway, 
such as Elms Pa or Omihi were damaged when the highway was built. Elms Pa shows 
further evidence of the impact of historic gardening practices, as part of the site was once 
used as a market garden (Trotter and McCulloch 1998). It has also been suggested that 
the headstone of George Allright's grave (032/45) was moved to its current location 
when the railway was put in (mentioned on the site record form). 
Protection is afforded via the HP A 1993. Unfortunately, there are times when this 
means that preservation of sites affected by development is usually by record, instead of 
leaving the site in situ (Allen 1998). At times, even the law is not enough to prevent the 
destruction of archaeological sites. This has happened at Omihi, which is an extensive 
site, where any activity is likely to unearth archaeological material. In 1977, an authority 
granted to the Ministry of Works and Development was revoked after they conducted 
excavation work without informing the Trust beforehand. Earlier this year, in January, 
another example of this occurred at Searidge Developments (a new subdivision next to 
the Kaikoura Golf Club). There was a protocol in place (with a cultural assessment 
report), however an archaeological site was bulldozed, despite workshops given on 
archaeology by the iwi and the HPT. The explanation given was that there was a 
bulldozer driver present on a temporary contract who did not do what was required of 
him (B. Edwards, pers. comm.). In addition, it seems that many sites are disturbed at 
private addresses that were not heard about until after the damage had been done (B. 
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Edwards, pers. comm.). One solution to the problem is to register the sites under the 
HP A. This occurred at Avoca Point/Fyffe House in 1998, after recommendations by 
Michael Trotter and Beverly McCulloch (Trotter and McCulloch 1999). 
3.2.3 Classification 
Classification has always been a problem, especially when an archaeologist has 
developed a typology for a specific type of archaeological remains. For instance, Challis, 
in his synthesis of the Nelson-Marlborough region, examines pa sites using Groube's 
classification. One problem is deciding what to do with uncertain cases, in this instance 
they were included (Challis 1991). Other typological problems revolve around what 
various typologies mean in an applied context. 
Sites with a deep chronology can also be troublesome when trying to understand 
the stratigraphy. Sites at A voca Point and Elms Pa contained both historic and prehistoric 
artefacts, which provided questions of where exactly the boundary between the two time 
zones was. One final question is that of the type of classification being used, whether 
evolutionary, or non-evolutionary. It was noted that Fomison's pa classification used an 
evolutionary approach, as he suggested that pa became bigger and the defences more 
elaborate due to increasing population and social pressures. However, Brailsford's 
classification focused on describing each site, as it stood, without recourse to a 
developmental interpretation. A situation such as this could have an impact on the way 
secondary researchers come to view the sites, while using these different classifications. 
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The most important point to make here is that, as Challis (1991:128) states, site 
recording has been "uncomprehensive", and more work needs to be done to create a full 
picture of what happened in the Kaikoura District. As Challis notes further, any 
"conceivable research project has the potential of overturning the current preliminary 
synthesis" (Challis ibid). 
METHODS 
There are two sections to this chapter outlining the methods used for the field 
survey and assessment, the use of GPS and the subsequent GIS analysis of the data 
collected. 
4.1 Field Survey and Assessment 
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The groundwork for the visit to Kaikoura was laid in a letter from the curator of 
Fyffe House, Bill Edwards, on behalf of the Kaikoura District Council (KDC) and the 
Ngati Kuri. The Ngati Kuri are the hapu [sub-tribe] of Ngai Tahu who settled at 
Kaikoura.(Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu 2006). This letter stated the desire of all those 
involved in site management in the district to create a GIS system whereby an alert would 
be raised whenever development pressure affected an area with a site or high likelihood 
of a site being present. From this point, a meeting with interested parties was arranged at 
Takahanga Marae on Tuesday 14 June (see below). 
Before any fieldwork could begin, the sites had to be selected for inspection from 
the regional NZAA file. Three topographical maps, 031 (Kaikoura), P31 (Mangamaunu), 
and 032 (Parnassus) were chosen. Care was taken to choose sites that included a range of 
Kaikoura landscapes, had a variety of site types (within both Maori and historic, 
categories), and chronology. Because the SRS has been in use since the 1950s, there is a 
wide variety of dates of first recording. Sites were in part chosen on the basis of when 
they were first recorded, in order to have a range from the 1960s through to the new 
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millennium. Trotter and McCulloch did an upgrade project in 1999, and the selection 
process was arranged to include some of those sites as well, in order to have some that 
had been recorded twice. The selection process was also biased towards sites on public 
land, to circumvent access restrictions and other complications, with the exception of two 
culturally important pa sites, Elms Pa and Goose Bay Pa. 
Before fieldwork could begin, a meeting, or hui was held between myself, my 
supervisor, members of the local runanga, members of the Kaikoura District Council, and 
the curator of Fyffe House, for the HPT, at Takahanga Marae. Table 1 is a list of those 
who attended. 
Table 1: Participants at the Tuesday 14 June hui, at Takahanga Marae 
The hui was instigated in large part by Ngati Kuri in response to their concerns over the 
protection of sites and the potential contribution of this MA project. It was established 
that the interests and concerns of both groups closely coincided and could be achieved via 
the same spatial alert system. Both the local hapu and the KDC expressed a desire for an 
'alert layer ' system that would allow them to see, "at the push of a button", all the 
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archaeological values for a given area (both known sites and the probability of others 
being present). The focus would be on archaeological values so as to avoid making any 
judgments on cultural significance. 
The KDC specifically wanted a plan that could become operative as soon as 
possible, as at the time they were working towards putting through the latest version of 
the District Plan, which included changes to the archaeological protocols. The production 
of an alert layer, especially for use in areas of high development pressure was their main 
concern. The mnanga also wanted this, but were concerned that some sites might be 
deemed less important than others. In their view "a wahi tapu is a wahi tapu", and they 
desired a 'red layer' accessible only to the iwi - for sites of especial significance to 
Maori. Bill Edwards (curator of Fyffe House) suggested that a priority area be created to 
serve the area under the highest development pressure. 
4.1.1 Fieldwork 
In general, the fieldwork itself progressed with few problems, with the exception 
of relocating some of the sites. In some cases the written description was insufficient to 
firmly relocate the site, or the site record form was so old that the locational aids could 
not be identified or were not applicable, or the sites were so hidden (by vegetation) that 
without local help they would not have been noticed. The survey methodology used was 
a 'limited survey', following Walton 1999, "research orientated and in a specific area" 
(Walton 1999:22). Visibility varied; those sites around Fyffe House were clustered 
together in a small area, simplifying their analysis. However, although the sites around 
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the peninsula were accessible via a walking track, in places it was necessary to find a 
vantage point from which to survey the landscape. Long grass proved an obstruction on 
pa sites, although this was overcome by the expedient of walking onto the pa site, and 
discovering the location of the terraces by walking over them. Because the purpose of the 
project was to update information on sites in the SRS, the descriptions in the files were 
used to provide boundaries for the survey. 
4.1. 2 The Sites 
Sites were visited and assessed over a period of three weeks, allowing time for 
days when the weather was inclement or no transportation was available. An attempt was 
made to look at sites in order, according to their site record numbers, and this was for the 
most part, successful. Photographs were taken on a Sony Cybershot DSCP73S digital 
camera. GPS locations were logged at various times during the day, with care taken to 
ensure that at least five satellites were present at all times. The GPS unit used was a 
Trimble Geo XT Handheld GPS Receiver. After differential correction, submetre 
accuracy can be achieved; after five minutes tracking satellites, 30cm accuracy is 
achievable (GeoSystems Ltd 2005). Each group of sites were listed by site record 
numbers, with a summary of the site record description followed by a description of what 
was found during the site survey. 
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4.2 Global Positioning Systems and Geographic Information Systems 
The use of GPS has become an increasingly important feature of archaeology in 
this technology age, especially within universities and other institutions with the funding 
to afford the system. In basic terms, a GPS is a way to "accurately detennine ... position, 
velocity, and time in a common reference system, anywhere on or near the Earth on a 
continuous basis" (Wooden 1985 cited by Hofmann-Wellenhof et al. 2001: 11). The GIS 
is a way of manipulating the raw GPS data, although it can utilise any form of geographic 
information that can be stored electronically on a database. The system is designed for 
the "manipulation, analysis, storage, capture, retrieval, and display of data that can be 
reference to geographic locations" (Kvamme 1989:139). Data taken from a GPS can be 
exported into a digital format supported by a GIS program, enabling the researcher to 
compare their GPS data with data from other sources - such as, information taken from 
the Land Information New Zealand online database (LINZ). 
GPS is a system consisting of 24 satellites in orbit around the world that provides 
accurate position co-ordinates to receivers on earth. These satellites orbit at 20,200km 
above the earth, on an inclination of 55 degrees, and make one revolution every 12 hours. 
Each satellite contains a computer and a highly accurate atomic clock, and transmits the 
time and its position continuously. The system is owned by the United States of America 
(Department of Defence), and was created to provide positional and navigation data to 
the US and allied armed forces (Hofmann-Wellenhof et al. 2001). The receiver (the hand-
held unit) collects signals from at least four satellites and uses the data to triangulate a 
position on the ground, using the "interval between the transmission and reception of the 
82 
satellite signal" (Thomas 1998: 112-113). This time difference is then used with the 
equation 'distance equals velocity times travel-time' to work out how far away the 
satellite is from the receiver (Hum 1989). As with all technology, it is important to be 
aware of the sources of error, of which there are three main ones for GPS: Obstruction, 
Multipath, and Atmospheric Delays (Hum 1989). However, all these problems can be 
obviated if proper care is taken during the field-use, and subsequent laboratory 
processing of GPS data. 
It is important to recogmse that GPS readings are different from the grid 
references used by the SRS to locate sites on the NZMS 260 map series. A six-figure grid 
reference (those used by the SRS) represents a lOOm square, in which the site is located. 
Unfortunately, this method does not work well for extensive or linear features; in these 
cases, the grid reference listed will usually be the central point of the site, or two 
references will be given, meaning that the site extends from 'Grid Reference 1' to 'Grid 
Reference 2'. On the other hand, co-ordinates generated by a GPS (which are not grid 
references, although these can be derived from GPS readings) represent the central point 
of a circle in which the site lies. A larger circle contains a higher probability that the site 
in question is actually within the circumference, although the precision as to where 
exactly the site is conversely diminishes. Walton 2002 has observed that, hand-held GPS 
instruments have a non-corrected accuracy measured at 15m, by means of the Root 
Square Mean (RMS) which is a standard error measure of position accuracy. However, 
one advantage is that GPS units can be set to record points, lines, or areas; which resolve 
the problems of extensive or linear features. 
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In spite of Walton's cautions, it has been possible to achieve submetre accuracy 
with real time or post-processing correction for some years, especially since May 2000 
when Selective Availability was turned off by the Americans (Trimble 2006). Selective 
Availability introduced random "clock noise" into the GPS signal in order to reduce its 
accuracy for civilian users (ibid). Since Walton 2002, there have been other advances in 
GPS technology and corrections. It is now possible to achieve submetre accuracy with 
appropriate hand-held GPS units. This is in the main, due to the post-processing 
correction of raw GPS data, and differential correction. Differential correction refers to 
the problem of 'Differential GPS', the precise measurement of the relative positions of 
two receivers tracking the same GPS signals, and recording the same errors. When one of 
these receives is a base station- that is, its position is fixed and known - the data from 
this can be used mathematically, to correct the data gathered from the roving receiver 
(Hum 1989, Thurston et al. 2003). 
For post-processing correction to work, both the roving receiver and the base 
station must be collecting data from the same four satellites. Because the chance that both 
units will be recording the same errors decreases as the distance between them increases, 
the limit at which post-processing can be performed is set at 250km (Thurston et al. 
2003). As well as this information, it is important to note whereabouts on the site one was 
standing, at or near the centre, along the periphery, or next to a prominent feature. If a 
single point was taken, or a series of points (or lines or an area) this also needs to be 
mentioned (Walton 2002). 
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Tennant and Bristow (2004) used GPS technology to map the Central Otago 
gold-mining town ofNenthom in 2003, using the data gathered to show the versatility of 
both the GPS and the GIS systems. They point out that traditionally the use of GPS and 
GIS has been limited to map one (or a few) points, lines or areas to delineate the location 
or circumference of a site in a regional context (Tennant and Bristow 2004). They argue 
that with the increase in computational power of the hand-held GPS, highly accurate 
measurements may be recorded on a fine scale (ie: centimetres) - in other words, it 
becomes possible to map features within an archaeological site (ibid). 
Tennant and Bristow downloaded their raw data into ArcMap, the main program 
used by the ArcGIS set of programs in order to take advantage of ArcMap's ability to 
layer multiple sets pf data. ArcGIS is not the only GIS program that can be used, as noted 
by Fisher (in Gillings et al. 1999), who refers to the problems of switching from one GIS 
program to another. Tennant and Bristow were able to download data from other sources, 
enabling them to verify locations of features, further proving the accuracy of the GPS 
unit (Tennant and Bristow 2004). These data enabled Tennant and Bristow to explore the 
potential of ArcGIS to present their results in more exciting ways than would be possible 
with more common methods of mapping. 
Tennant and Bristow list a number of benefits, such as the ability to accurately 
map large numbers of features over a short period of time. This survey was set to last five 
days, as that was the length of time the previous survey of the site (completed by Jacomb 
and Easdale in 1984), and part of the purpose of the survey was to compare GPS mapping 
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with more conventional methods. In the same amount of time, approximately twice as 
much ground was surveyed, and due to the use of GPS, spatial relationships were 
automatically recorded - as opposed to having to wait until a map could be drawn up 
(Tennant and Bristow 2004). Secondly, the use of GIS enables archaeological data to be 
converted to a very user-friendly format, which makes public consumption that much 
easier than more traditional methods (such as archaeological journals and site reports) 
(ibid). Finally, because GIS shows the full extent of the area surveyed, this makes it much 
easier for future researchers to see which areas might still require work (ibid). 
The issue for the SRS is that of having two different standards of measurement. 
As most of the site record files have not yet been updated, and some may never be, the 
minimum standard will always be the six-figure grid reference. However, this does not 
mean that GPS data and derivative grid references cannot be included, and find some use 
within the scheme. As with almost all measuring systems, it is most important to record 
the finer details of the instrument one used, and exactly how one went about gathering the 
data. In addition to the reading, it is necessary to list the receiver used, the manufacturer's 
RMS, and any differential corrections applied as necessary (Walton 2002). 
A Geographic Information System (GIS) is one way of cartographically 
manipulating GPS data. GIS enables the user to view almost any sort of geographic 
information in map form. Because the information is stored electronically on external 
databases, it can be displayed as tables and graphs, as well as the more conventional two-
dimension map. Data can be stored in two ways, the first is known as vector data, which 
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records information as points, using x and y coordinates to construct lines, points, and 
areas. Raster data uses a grid, and the individual cells within that grid to represent spatial 
variation of features (Chang 2003). Vector data is more useful for displaying discrete 
features, such as areas, while raster data works best with continuous data, such as lines 
(ibid). 
4.3 ArcGIS 
ArcGIS is the name given to the suite of programs offered by the Environmental 
Systems Research Institute (ESRI). It is defined on the ESRI website as "an integrated 
collection of GIS software products for building a complete GIS" (ESRI 2006). Desktop 
GIS allows users to compile, analyse, map and publish geographic information, and are 
designed to run on desktop computers (ibid). The ArcGIS application used by the 
Department of Anthropology Spatial Lab at the University of Otago is the ArcGIS 
Desktop Application, a "suite of integrated applications including ArcMap, ArcCatalog, 
ArcToolbox, ModelBuilder, and ArcGlobe" (ESRI 2006). Used together, these 
applications allow the user to complete any of a range of simple to advanced GIS 
functions, including data editing, compilation and management, mapping and geographic 
analysis (ibid). ArcMap is the application primarily used for mapping purposes: 
cartography, editing and analysis. It provides two ways of viewing geographic data; the 
first is the Geographic Data View, where the data entered into the GIS program are 
compiled into GIS data sets. The second is the Page Layout View, which provides the 
ability to create maps appropriate for publication via the inclusion of legend, north arrow, 
and scale bars (ibid). 
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Before the GPS data recorded in the field at Kaikoura could be incorporated into 
the GIS program, it had to be differentially corrected via post-processing correction (as 
discussed in Chapter Two). The data was then exported from the GPS program, 
Pathfinder Office, into ArcMap shapefiles. Data gained from the CINZAS database was 
converted from two-dimensional x/y co-ordinates into three-dimensional files that could 
be opened with ArcGIS. The purpose of this was to have as much information available 
as possible for analysis. In addition to this, ArcMap itself contains shapefiles from the 
LINZ website and other free online sources, as well as information showing land parcel 
outlines, major roads, waterways, and railway lines. 
Initially, general maps were created with all the CINZAS data incorporated over a 
background showing land parcels. This gave an idea of where sites are clustered 
throughout the Kaikoura District. A second map showed only those sites that were 
examined during the site survey. Visual comparison between a large-scale map of the 
surveyed sites from the SRS data and the differentially corrected GPS data show very 
little difference in the placement of the sites. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD SURVEY AND ASSESSMENT 
Presented here are the results of the field survey and assessment that took place in 
the Kaikoura District from 14th-28th June 2005. The sites are listed in order from south to 
north, according to the NZMS 260 map series. 
5.1 Parnassus- 032 
5.1.1 032/3-GooseBayPa 
This pa site was first recorded in 1958, and once more in 2005. The site was 
described as an isolated hillock type with a defensive scarp around the southern length, a 
narrow access ramp, and the top terraced for habitation. There were mature ngaio, mahoe, 
and 'golden akeake' trees on the site as well. External evidence was located by Mr. 
Dowle in the form of a 2.5-5.lcm thick layer of charcoal, 1ft below the surface- which 
he discovered when sinking gateposts in a paddock below the east end of the pa. The 
mature trees that were on the top of the pa site in 1958 are no longer there, but two water 
tanks are situated on the highest (west) terrace. The pa is covered now in long grass 
which made features such as terracing hard to find and photograph. There are many 
tracks that lead up to and around the perimeter of the pa, and steps have been cut into the 
bottom of the pa in order to facilitate this (Figure 7); there is also a round sunken feature 
in the northwest corner of the site (Figure 8), from which a GPS reading was taken. 
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Figure 7- Steps cut into the hillside of Goose Bay Pa 
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Figure 8- Sunken feature with Mr. Russel Marsh standing in it to demonstrate its 
depth 
5. 1.2 032/11- Midden, Omihi 
This midden site was first recorded in 1976, and then again in 1999 when the grid 
reference was corrected. This was described in the site record form as a thick midden, 
comprising charcoal-stained soil, charcoal and bone. Its condition is given as being badly 
eroded by Omihi stream, next to a bridge. By the time of the survey in June 2005, the 
midden appeared to be entirely gone. Some surface shell and what was possibly bird bone 
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was found, although it is likely that this is entirely natural, because it was simply lying on 
the ground surface away from the area the site was supposed to be, with no indication of 
any cultural connections. There were water-rolled cobbles to the right of where the 
stream now flows suggesting that it once ran in an area that is now dry (see Figure 9). 
The area was searched closely, especially in the area around the bridge foundations, but 
nothing certain could be found. GPS readings were taken at the site, near the bridge 
foundations. 
Figure 9- Water rolled cobbles suggest that the stream once ran through here (at 
present it runs behind the rushes at the rear of the photograph) 
5.1.3 032/40- Midden, Te Papaki 
The site file (first recorded in 1978, updated in 1999) stated that this midden was 
well hidden, invisible from both the beach and the railway line, and fairly extensive. 
Midden components were identified as flint, fish bone, bird bone, shell, charcoal, oven 
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stones, and stained soil. Early, but otherwise undefined European whaling associations 
are reported (but not referenced) on the site record form. It was recognised through the 
description of the overhanging rock face that provided shelter. Unfortunately, a GPS 
reading was not possible due to the rock overhang and vegetation cover. At the present 
time, the site has been used as a modem campsite, and there are no longer any midden 
traces visible on the surface. 
5.1.4 032/45- European Burial, George Allright 
This grave site that of, George Allright, who was presumably a whaler (from the 
Site Record File). Very little information is given on the condition of the site in the 
record form (first recorded 1979, updated 1999), except that it is 'safe'. However, 
anecdotal information is given on the subject of the grave, and the suggestion is made 
that the gravestones (if not the body) had been moved to its present location when the 
railway was being put in (referenced as a 'story' in the site record form). The grave has 
been protected by a small grotto of stones, although when this was built is unknown. One 
unfortunate condition of the site that was discovered during the survey was the graffiti 
that had been drawn by a person claiming to be a descendant of George Allright. The 
damage had been done with what appeared to be blue pen and limestone. The engraving 
on the tombstone had been rubbed with the limestone to bring out the letters, and, 
although it is hard to see, writing has been scratched on the tombstone with a ballpoint 
pen. Figure 10 shows both the grotto and the vandalism of this site; on the small piece of 
limestone at the bottom left of the picture is written the contact details of the person 
responsible for the vandalism. GPS readings were taken at the foot and headstones. 
Figure I 0- 032/45, grave of George Allright showing stone grotto and 
vandalism 
5.1.5 032/49- Whaling Station, Amuri Bluff 
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At the time of initial recording (2000), the site was concealed under secondary 
bush with metre high grass and bracken on the northern part which had largely destroyed 
whatever was present. At the rear of the site, about 20-40m behind the beach, is a 
bulldozed road for maintenance of the railway line. Additionally, another track has been 
bulldozed from the first, through the site to the beach. The site was described as suffering 
from wave erosion, with the back section obscured by vegetation. The site file also 
includes a very brief history of the whaling station, giving production figures. 
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The site now is still reasonably extensive and extends approximately 196m down 
the beach. GPS readings were taken from a spot 8m out from the oven at the southern end 
of the site, and along the line where the cobblestone beach met the vegetation. This oven 
is being held together by the root pan of the tree above it, and contains fire-cracked rock, 
fish bone and whale bone. One piece (possibly a rib) of the latter was exposed for 25cm, 
with a 9cm width. In general, the site is in much the same condition as it was described in 
the site record form. Tidal erosion is still a problem, as the site is gradually being 
destroyed by the action of the sea. There are numerous metal artefacts, possibly from the 
railway construction, scattered over the beach. Evidence of the whaling station, includes 
a stack of bricks, cemented together that appears to be remains of the tryworks. This site 
raises the interesting question of interpretation, as there is evidence that it contains 
traditional Maori occupation evidence as well as that from the European whaling station. 
This can be seen most clearly in Figure 11, where a rusted pick head protrudes from the 
cliff face above what is likely to be a Maori oven. 
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Figure 11 -Potentially prehistoric oven with historic pick head above 
Other sites in the Omihi area that were very briefly looked at were 032/2 
(Mounds - Goose Bay), 032/8 (Ovens, midden, burials - Omihi), and 032/9 (Ovens, 
middens - Omihi). The first of these sites was exactly the same as it was described in the 
updated record form (2005). A levelled lawn with no sign of any mounds or other 
archaeological features. The site listed as 032/8 is essentially a large area as opposed to 
one single site covering an expanse of land near Omihi. Any archaeological evidence is 
obscured by road, rail and buildings. The final site here was recorded by excavation (not 
surface features) in 1960; this means that there is no surface evidence immediately 
visible. 
5.2 Kaikoura - 031 
5.2.1 031/6- Nga Niho Pa 
This pa site, visited in 1958 (site file deposited 1963) is situated on Scarborough 
Street (which runs along the top of the Kaikoura Peninsula) along the eastern edge of the 
peninsula, providing an excellent view over the eastern half of the Kaikoura township. 
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The pa is a terrace-edge type, with a ditch and bank enclosing three sides. There are three 
evenly spaced gate gaps in the longest side (western edge) which appear to be original. 
Terracing has occurred on the areas that needed levelling, and the suggestion has been 
made that Nga Niho is the biggest South Island pa. In 1958 no condition was given, 
although it was stated that the site was obscured by pine trees and undergrowth in places, 
and that several fences crossed the site. The site was turned into a historic reserve, as it is 
believed to be the latest on the peninsula and is easily accessible. 
The site is well signposted when coming from South Bay only, as it is directly 
opposite where the walkway comes out onto Scarborough Street. The defensive wall is 
still very much intact, and proportions are fairly massive. The ditch and bank is covered 
in long grass (about knee high) which makes height deceiving, (see Figure 12). 
Figure 12- Taken standing in the ditch, the backpack is on the raised path into 
the site, where depth is obscured by the long grass 
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There is a gateway into the pa site through the defensive wall that joins to a path that 
meanders around the edge of the site where it joins another track leading down the side of 
the peninsula. It runs through a grove of trees to a small paved area with a seat. The site 
is spectacular and makes a wonderful tourist attraction; it is clearly visible from the water 
tower lookout point, as Figure 13 shows. GPS readings were taken along the perimeter of 
the defensive wall, and along the path that runs through the site. 
Figure 13 - Nga Niho pa from the water tower lookout 
5.2.2 031/10- Lighthouse Pa 
This site was last visited in 1959, according to the date on the site record file . This 
site is referred to as 'Lighthouse Pa' because it is on the promontory on which the 
lighthouse now stands. The pa itself is protected by a bank on the one side not protected 
by the sea or cliff faces. Other evidence is listed as tenninal platform terraces and a 
system of low baulks. At the present time, the bank is still visible, although it is easier to 
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see when standing on the westward side of the feature. It has been cut through in at least 
one place by a vehicle track. DoC have put a sign in place to aid in the interpretation of 
the site, as it is situated along a walking track that runs from the seal colony on the shore 
below around the peninsula to South Bay on the other side. Unfortunately, this sign is 
currently in a state of disrepair. GPS readings were taken along the top and bottom of the 
bank and around the lighthouse enclosure. 
5.2.3 031111- Pa 
This pa site, described in 1961 as an extremely small promontory type with a 
bank and ditch unit, faint towards one end, and covered in grass proved impossible to 
relocate. No condition was given in the site record file. This site was another that should 
have been situated on the walk along the peninsula, and it was searched for from both 
directions, and from on the cliff top and the beach below. Since it was recorded in 1961 
with no subsequent visits and was clearly very small, all surface evidence may have been 
destroyed, possibly due to erosion of the cliff face of which evidence was present. 
5.2.4 031/13- Cave, Whaler's Bay 
This cave was recorded in 1961 and is described as a small tunnel-like cave 
bearing traces of midden with the mouth screened by a rock fall. No condition is listed, 
although the site is described as not having been noticeably disturbed. It appears that the 
site is more of an overhang than a cave - although the amount of disturbed earth and 
gravel from the hillside above suggests that it could have been larger in the past. Because 
of this, and the fact that the initiallocational cues were not extensive, it is not possible to 
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be certain this is the correct site. It was identified as such because fire-cracked rock and 
charcoal was found beneath the overhang; a possible flake was found on the ground 
outside the confines of the cave/overhang (Figure 14). One GPS reading was taken in 
front of the cave opening. 
Figure 14- Possible flake found near 031/13 
5.2.5 031/14 -Elms Pa 
Elms Pa was first recorded in 1988, and again in 2001. The most obvious damage 
to the site is the construction of State Highway One, which runs through the site and 
splits the southern defensive wall in two; cultivation and trenching have also caused 
damage. The limits of the site are outlined by a defensive ditch and wall on the southwest 
side and by a meander of Elms Creek elsewhere, about one and a half hectares in total. 
There are elm trees planted on the western side of the wall. Meanwhile the eastern side 
within a paddock that has been used to graze cattle. The western area has been well 
ploughed, as the lines are evident on the ground surface. All the artefact material found 
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lying on the ground surface was of European origin however, with glass and ceramic 
bottles and sheep bone (identified by B. Edwards). There is also a grove ofkaraka trees at 
the eastern end of the wall, which suggests that there may be some significance to this 
area. GPS readings were taken along the boundary of the wall, the meander of Elms 
Creek and at the karaka grove. 
5.2.6 031/37 -Midden 
This site was recorded as being in excellent condition in 1965, with only a small 
fossicker's hole with 50cm of rich midden present, but no likelihood of any more damage 
occurring. The site was described as being in the walls of a stream bed, which made 
identification of the site easier. Two depressions were seen in the correct area which 
looked as though they might have been streambeds, although both were dry and had grass 
cover growing on them. The area was being used for sheep grazing. There was shell 
present in an area of the southern streambed exposed by a possible rabbit hole, although 
there was no way of knowing whether this was cultural or natural material. It is certain 
that this bay was the correct one; however the site was extremely hard to identify. Figure 
15 shows the streambed sites. GPS readings were taken at what is likely to be the stream 
mouth the site is described as being near. 
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Figure 15- Images of the dry 'streambeds 'possibly the location for 031/3 7 
5. 2. 7 0 31/64 -European Building 
This is the most likely site of the Waiopuka Woolshed investigated by Michael 
Trotter and Beverly McCulloch in 1993. The site was described as a partly eroded series 
of whale vertebrae set in the ground as foundation piles for a building. It was interpreted 
as being the woolshed built by George Fyffe in the 1860s, and is described in more detail 
in Trotter and McCulloch 1993. The site is situated on private land named 'Fifeshire' and 
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is visible from the seaward side of the road due to differential grass growth. This is as 
close as it was possible to get, due to the land being used for cattle grazing at the time of 
the visit, and my own inability to contact the landowners for permission to investigate 
closer. A faint line was visible in the grass which could possibly be the edge of the 
building, as it was close to the meander of the Waiopuka Stream which at the time held 
little or no water. Figure 16 shows the general area of the site, showing how difficult it 
was to see any clear evidence. One GPS reading was taken at the fence post near the 
road. 
Figure 16 -Area ofWaiopuka Woo/shed (031/64) taken from the side of the road 
103 
5.2.8 031/67- Whaling Station, South Bay 
This whaling station was first described in 1991, and then updated in 1999, when 
its condition was described as 'fair'. The remains consist of the floor and foundations of a 
factory for processing whale blubber into oil (approximately 9m square). There is 
evidence of a lean-to extension on the southwest side, and a concrete water tank on the 
west. A brief outline of the process of whaling at the site was also given on the record 
form. 
The site is still in very good condition, and is being actively managed as a tourist 
attraction. An excavation took place at this site in 1991 and the decision was made to 
erect a small wooden fence around the site (excluding the remains of the concrete water 
tank, which were incorporated into the fence) and leave the remains exposed for visitor 
interpretation. There is a sign (DoC, HPT, Kaikoura Historical Society) set up on the 
western wall next to the water tank describing the site, with a diagram to aid 
identification of features and information on shore based whaling in general. In Figure 
17, the entirety of the site can be seen, as well as the limestone outcropping behind the 
western limits of the whaling station. On this limestone is a commemorative plaque to 
'Thomas William Norton' one of the early whalers, erected by the Norton descendants in 
1977. GPS readings were taken around the outer limits of the site. The west and east sides 
were 13-15m in length, and the north and south 9-1 Om, the entire perimeter measured 
approximately 47m. 
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Figure 17- South Bay Whaling Station, showing extent of site 
5.2.9 031168-Loading Ramp 
This site was recorded in 1991, and is part of the historic Fyffe Precinct (see 
Trotter and McCulloch 1999). The site is listed as being in good condition, and was 
accidentally discovered by Beverley McCulloch during the course of other excavations at 
the Fyffe site. It appeared as a limestone knob with an artificially steepened face on the 
west side. According to Trotter and McCulloch ( 1999:48) a cart-width track lead from the 
loading ramp in the direction of the Kaikoura township, and was used to load farm stock 
into carts. The area where the loading ramp is situated is now grassed over, making its 
location difficult to pinpoint. 
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5.2.10 031169- Sea Wall 
Once again, this site was recorded in 1991 and is part of the Fyffe Historic 
Precinct. The wall runs from the remains of the Bonded Warehouse (031/70) to the old 
wharf and is being badly eroded by wave action. The site record file contains (without 
reference), the suggestion that it is one of the oldest surviving concrete structures in New 
Zealand. The concrete is cement with light beach gravel included; the site is still being 
badly eroded, and is in need of protection. Figure 18 shows the sea wall in a state of 
severe erosion. A GPS reading was taken along the line of the wall. 
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Figure 18- The sea wall, looking south, being badly eroded by tidal action 
5.2.11 031/70- Warehouse Fireplace 
There is no date on the site record file as to when this site was first recorded, 
although its location near the sea wall and other features in the Fyffe Precinct suggest it 
was most likely recorded at the same time they were. This fireplace (no chimney), set of 
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concrete piles and a concrete doorstep are the remains of a Bonded Warehouse (customs 
house) that stood on the site, most likely built before 1869 (Trotter and McCulloch 1999). 
The site sits just above the high water mark, although it is being undermined by the sea. 
At the time of the survey, the situation of the site has not changed. Water is pooled in 
places, and the concrete on the north/north-east side is wet, suggesting that it is covered 
with water when the tide is in. Artefact material was found on the stony beach in the form 
of green and brown glass. GPS readings were taken around the perimeter of the site. 
5.2.12 031/71 -Hotel Foundations 
This site consists of the foundations of the Pier Hotel (recorded 1991 ), which was 
built on the site in 1885 by J.W. Goodall (Trotter and McCulloch 1999). It was moved 
closer to the town in 1909 when a new wharf was built. The site file describes the 
condition of the site as 'good'. There has been no change in the condition of the site. Due 
to its position on the same grounds as Fyffe House, the land is being actively managed 
(lawn mown). GPS readings were taken of every piece of foundation that was visible, 
including the remains of a 1930s cottage. Lines in the grass were noticeable in the 
vicinity of the hotel foundations; these can be seen in Figure 19. 
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Figure 19- Lines visible in the grass covering the Pier Hotel foundations 
5.2.13 031/72- WharfShed 
The site record file for the Wharf Shed has no date attached to it, although the site 
is listed as being in good condition. It was described as a raised concrete slab floor; the 
foundations of a wharf shed. The condition of the site has not changed since it was 
recorded, although there is grass growing up through cracks in the foundations. GPS 
readings were taken around the perimeter of the foundations. 
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5.2.14 031/73- Fresh Water Spring 
This site was recorded in 1991, and is the artificially increased catchment of one 
of three tidal fresh water pools. When the tide is out, these pools drain of sea water and 
fill with fresh; one has had its capacity increased with a concrete wall that is now 
eroding, according to the site record file. Unfortunately, this site could not be relocated. 
5. 2.15 031177- Waiopuka Whaling Station 
The Waiopuka Whaling Station was recorded in 1991. The record form describes 
the site as being largely destroyed by the road running around the edge of the peninsula 
and the action of the sea. Amounts of broken glass, clay pipe and crockery can be found 
among the rocks and on the beach. Additionally, there are some features on the flat land 
between the road and the hills behind the beach that are likely to be associated with the 
whaling station. Evidence now is somewhat harder to find, although artefacts were still 
scattered along the roadside in the form of brown glass, and pottery - some glazed, some 
earthenware, as well as a copper nail. The part of the site on the beach is still being 
eroded, as shown by the large hocks of pebbly concrete that are slowly being destroyed. 
There is a slipway that has been built over part of the area where the whaling station used 
to lie, which makes identification of features more difficult. It is not featured in any 
images of the whaling station itself, and appears more recent than that (a winch in a shed 
nearby suggests it is still in use). GPS readings were taken along the roadway, following 
the line of the whaling station, and of the slipway and its environs. 
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5.2.16 031/78- Graves 
This grave site on the slopes of Beacon Hill was recorded in 1991, and is the site 
of an early European grave, marked by a shaped and mortised wooden post. The post has 
a hole in the middle suggesting it was originally the upright of a cross. The presence of 
whale bone posts and soil discolouration suggests that there are other graves in the 
vicinity and there is a type of early rose growing nearby. The site in 1991 was in danger 
of sliding down the hillside due to erosion caused by roadworks. In 2005, the site has 
been protected by the placement of wooden shoring on the hillside directly below the 
grave, and black plastic mesh and wire cords holding back the hillside directly above the 
site (see Figure 20). 
Figure 20- Black plastic mesh protecting grave site, wooden post at far end is 
the grave marker 
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Near the whale bone post that possibly marks another grave; there is another area of flat 
ground that has the appearance of being modified, due to its terrace-like nature. The 
hillside upon which the grave is situated is very steep, and the grave marker is visible 
when the site is viewed from the other side of the road, (see Figure 21). GPS readings 
were taken here of the grave site and another area that looks modified. 
Figure 21 - The shaped and mortised wooden upright grave marker 
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5.2.17 031/79- Sea Bath 
The Sea Bath is within the Fyffe Precinct and was first recorded in 1994. It is a 
30ft long tidal pool deepened at the north and south ends by concrete walls or dams. It 
was built at around the same time as the Pier Hotel in the 1880s. According to the site 
record form, there is now very little left of the northern wall, and the southern wall has 
also been somewhat reduced, presumably it was higher when the pool was in use. At the 
time of the survey, the tides were too high (even at low tide) to allow me to approach the 
pool closely, consequently no GPS readings were taken. However, it was possible to see 
where both concrete walls existed, and note that their condition had not changed. 
5.2.18 031/84 -Formed Roadway 
This roadway was recorded in 1993, and runs from the inland side of the road 
opposite the old wharf, and up the mudstone outcrop at the back of Fyffe House. Its 
condition in 1993 was listed as 'reasonably clear'. It is easiest to see at the rear of Fyffe 
House where the grass is mown and the ground is flat. During the survey, this part of the 
roadway was found with very little difficulty. The section that runs opposite the old 
wharf was harder to find due to overgrown grasses and other plant material in places. The 
cut in the bank is easy to find, although whether it is wide enough for a cart to pass along 
is harder to ascertain due to the re growth of plants. However, Figure 22 shows where the 
roadway was most likely to have been. 
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Figure 22- Likely placement of the Formed Roadway 
This roadway was most likely used for taking goods to and from George Fyffe's upstairs 
store. No GPS readings were taken, although a sketch was made of the area (Figure 23 
sketch). 
113 
Figure 23- Sketch of the area where the formed roadway is 
5.3 Mangamaunu P31 
5.3.1 P31/10- Caves, Rakautara 
This site consists of two different caves in close proximity that were recorded as 
one site in 1961. The first cave is described as being large, open-mouthed and earth 
floored. Midden in the form of shell, charcoal and fragments of fire baked earth were 
present, and a hole had been dug in part of the floor. The second cave was smaller than 
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the first, also earth floored. It had a wide mouth blocked by dumped rubble from the 
hillside above. The occupation layer contained a midden of shell, fishbone, charcoal and 
baked earth. The caves are behind a fence that is clearly there for stock purposes (cow 
excrement was found behind it). The larger cave was much the same as it was described 
in the record form, a white polystyrene container had been abandoned in it, and the rocks 
were stained with green moss. Eyles (1975) notes that the second, smaller cave was 
obscured by the removal of rock from around the cave, essentially destroying it. There 
was a rock formation where the cave probably lay, but the entrance was invisible. The 
presence of cow excrement shows that the area is used for stock grazing. A GPS reading 
was taken at the mouth of the larger cave, and Figure 24 shows how the entrance is now 
obscured by vegetation. 
Figure 24- Larger of two caves at Rakautara, note vegetation obscuring 
entrance 
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5. 3. 2 P 31120- Midden, Mangamaunu Corner 
This midden was uncovered by a grader doing work to widen the road at this 
point, and was further exposed by digging in the bank. It was recorded onto the SRS in 
1966. A number of artefacts were also found; flint knives, a one-piece fish hook, a 
grooved limestone sinker, and flint flakes. In 2005, there is no visible evidence that the 
midden ever existed. It is likely that the grader and subsequent development (there is a 
recent deer fence around the property alongside the road) have destroyed any surface 
evidence. The river boulders mentioned in the site record file are also gone (see Figure 
25). A GPS reading was taken at the point of the corner. 
Figure 25- Mangamaunu Corner, where 031/20 midden was located, note 
recent deer fence 
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5.3.3 P31/22- Cave, Half Moon Bay 
There are four caves in close proximity to each other at the southern end of Half 
Moon Bay, all of which were recorded in 1998. P31/22 is 9m wide at the mouth, and 18m 
deep. It was described as having an occupation deposit partly disturbed, which included a 
thick floor deposit of rock rubble containing heat-stained stones, shell midden and 
argillite flakes, as well as some European material. When surveyed in June 2005, it was 
noted that this cave is the best hidden of the series, a grove of karaka trees shield it from 
view from the road, and it is separated from the other caves by those same trees (the other 
cave sites have their entrances in the same area). It has a lower roof than the others and a 
musty smell. There was a modem fireplace outside the cave, but still within its shelter, 
with mussel shells lying on the ground outside. Artefacts noticed included broken bottles 
(both necks), brown and clear glass, and rusted tin, at the left side of the cave. 
Unfortunately, the cave has been used as a rubbish tip, possibly because it is more 









Figure 26- Caves at Half Moon Bay (from site record file of P 31 122) 
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5.3.4 P31/23- Cave, Half Moon Bay 
This cave is bigger than P31/22, being ISm wide at the opening, although it also 
is 18m deep, and 3-4m in from the entrance there are iron railway posts on either side of 
the cave mouth and other signs of European use. There is a tunnel at the rear of the cave 
that leads through into P31/26, although the floor is very rocky and the roof very low. 
The cave floor was described as having a thick deposit of fine material with a high 
organic content in rock rubble. Both tunnels that were mentioned in the site record file 
are still intact (as well as the one to P31/26, there was another that led to parts unknown). 
Outside the cave, but within its shelter, a modem fireplace had been built, and a wooden 
door placed on the ground. Artefacts found on the ground include green, brown and clear 
class and copper wire (some of which may be modem, it was often hard to tell). 
5.3.5 P31/25- Cave, Half Moon Bay 
This cave is 16m wide at its opening, and 15m deep, described as being in 
reasonably good condition. The description included mention of a rocky rubble floor 
deposit containing shell and bone midden, and plant material; with an axe-marked log at 
the back of the cave. There were mature and seedling karaka trees growing outside. 
Currently, there are a lot of European remains in the site that were not mentioned in the 
site record file and have possibly been dumped from elsewhere. This material included 
clusters of rusted cans, modem rubbish (plastic drink bottles) and an old container 
labelled "Wesson's Green". The cave's surface was also obscured by the remains of a 
burnt out motorbike with the engine removed (see Figure 27). 
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Figure 27- Burnt out motorcycle, without a motor in P31/25 
There are bones lying on the surface on the northeast side of the cave, and a modem shell 
scatter on the ground outside the cave; the karaka trees are still present. 
5. 3. 6 P 31/26- Cave, Half Moon Bay 
The site was described as being in 'probably good' condition in the site record 
file. The cave is 8m wide at the opening and 20m deep, with the tunnel through to P31123 
at the rear of the cave. There were placed stones 17m behind the entrance where the cave 
is Sm wide. The floor was described as being rock rubble partly overlaid by finer material 
with a high organic content and containing shell midden. There was evidence of 
European occupation in the form of what appears to be a rusted tin. There are midden 
remains (bone and shell) that appear to have been dug and possibly fossicked. The shell is 
fragmentary and the bone non-diagnostic, scattered on the surface of a small hole; 
footprints were visible in the dirt (Figure 28). A GPS reading was taken along the line of 
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the highway near these sites. Readings could not be taken any closer due to the lack of 
satellite coverage. 
Figure 28- Evidence ofpossiblefossicking in ?31126 
5.3. 7 P3112 and P31/21- Midden/Occupation Area, Waipapa Bay 
P31/2 was first recorded in 1961 and given no condition. It was described as a 
midden visible in section, between 1-2ft below ground surface and averaging 1ft deep. It 
consisted of fire-stained soil, containing charcoal, fishbone, paua shell and oven stones, 
with the lower edge of the layer protruding into postholes. It was suggested that much of 
the flat the site was on (the north end of Waipapa Bay, stretching south of the Waipapa 
Crayfish Shop) had probably been taken by the road and railway. P31 /21 is listed as 
being first recorded in 1998, desc1ibed as 'largely covered'. It is a site consisting of fired 
stones, shell midden, bones and flint flakes visible on part of the point on the northern 
side of Waipapa Bay. It was considered likely that the site extends an unknown distance 
beneath the dumped material from a slip on the roadway. 
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The reason these two sites have been listed together is that when the survey was 
conducted in June 2005, it was realised that there is a good chance both these records 
refer to the same site. Firstly, it appears that the grid reference for P3112 is wrong. When 
it was plotted on the topographical map, it appeared that the site should be on top of a 
nearby ridge (on the western side of the road), however the written location states the site 
is on the flat ground near the ocean (necessarily the eastern side). When one is in the area 
described by the site record files for these sites, it becomes apparent that the 'small flat' 
described in P3112, and the 'point' described in P31!21 are actually the same area. 
Unfortunately, the area is now covered in grass, and the remains from the roadway slip 
have settled over time; it was also behind a locked gate, which meant that closer 
inspection was impossible. GPS readings were taken along Waipapa Bay, at the beach 
flat up to the crayfish shop. 
5.4 Supermarket Development 
This site was uncovered during development next to the New World supermarket 
while I was surveying in Kaikoura. It was recorded by myself and Bill Edwards, and the 
site record form filled out and sent to the regional filekeeper in Christchurch. The site 
consists in the first part of two ovens, one approximately lm wide and the other slightly 
smaller. They are approximately one metre apart on the surface of the ground, with no 
other evidence of Maori occupation. They are in very good condition, having only just 
been discovered. The soil surrounding them is very dark, but not particularly greasy. Fire 
cracked rocks were present in both ovens, that found in the larger had a definite glassy 
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sheen on the surface, suggesting they were subject to a very hot fire, most likely used for 
cooking (see Figure 29). 
Figure 29- Two ovens found on a development site near New World, Kaikoura 
Associated with the ovens, and situated at the same level on the ground, were a number 
of postholes, probably belonging to the historic period stockyards that used to be on the 
site (B. Edwards, pers comm.). Unidentifiable metal objects were found scattered on the 
surface, and one was found at the bottom of a posthole. Many of these postholes had 
wooden remains still in them, and dark stained soil marking the boundaries , as in Figure 
30. GPS readings were taken around the site. 
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Figure 30- Posthole with wooden remains and dark stained soil, charcoal staining at the 
bottom right of the photograph 
5.5 Conclusion 
The survey and assessment carried out in June 2005 was designed to test the 
accuracy of the SRS, and the use of GPS in an applied field survey. The sites examined 
were all in the same condition as they were described on the site record forms. Some 
sites, such as the sea wall (031169) are in worse condition than described on the site 
record form, having as it has been eroded quite badly by wave action. In general, the sites 
were easy to relocate, the locational aids listed on the site record forms were clear and 
easy to follow. In some cases, sites would have been overlooked if not for the help of 
local people who pointed out sites that were on the list and included others I had not 
originally intended to visit. 
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DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS 
6.1 Discussion- Kaikoura District Plan 
The Kaikoura District plan is still in the proposal stage. Five of its twenty-five 
sections have relevance to archaeological matters, as do two of the appendices (see Table 
2 for details). 
Table 2: Sections of the Kaikoura District Plan with relevance to archaeology 
Section 1.5 deals with the relationship the KDP has with plans and policy documents 
prepared by other agencies, and those prepared by the KDC. Changes will be made to the 
KDP if necessary to maintain consistency. Section 2.4 looks at the issues of resource 
consents, and the matters the KDC must take into account when considering an 
application for a consent under the RMA. Designations are considered in section 2.5; 
they limit the use of the land, and override any resource consent and the provisions of the 
district plan (KDC 2004). While these do not apply directly to archaeological sites, land 
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under a designation may well have archaeological sites on it, which means the site is then 
subject to the rules of the designation. Heritage orders are described in Chapter Two and 
are considered in section 2.6. Heritage orders are written as provisions in the district plan 
(KDC 2004). 
Sections 3.1 and 3.2 deal with the information requirements for resource consents. 
These are relevant to archaeological sites, as sites registered under the HP A are protected 
via resource consent through the RMA. Section 5 refers to Tangata Whenua values; as 
many of the sites in the Kaikoura District are Maori, this section holds much of 
relevance. It first established Ngai Tahu as the tangata whenua of Kaikoura, with 
customary tribal authority over the entire district (KDC 2004). There is a brief outline of 
what Kaikoura was like in pre-European times, outlining the tribal history of the area. It 
ends with the Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu Act 1996, the Ngai Tahu Deed of Settlement 
(signed 1997) and the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 which confirm Ngai Tahu 
status as tangata whenua (ibid). The KDC are required in the Plan, to develop a system of 
consultation, provide for involvement, and maintain and enhance access to areas of 
importance to the Maori. Most importantly for archaeology, there is a policy to 
"recognise and provide for those sites of past Maori occupation and use in the District" 
which involves procedures for Maori involvement regarding excavation or construction 
in and around those areas, or in the event of the discovery of burials or artefacts (KDC 
2004:42). 
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'Landscape and Visual Amenity' is the title of Section 11, which includes 
reference to archaeological sites as "heritage values" to be considered for each landscape 
identified as a "character area" (KDC 2004:89-90). The RMA (section 6) requires the 
Council to recognise and provide for the protection of landscapes from inappropriate use. 
A landscape survey in 1999 identified eight character areas, incorporating five different 
values - aesthetic, natural science, heritage, popular, shared and recognised, and tangata 
whenua (KDC 2004). Three categories were then created, 'Outstanding Landscape Areas' 
(under section 6(b) of the RMA), 'Significant Landscape Areas' (under section 7(c) of 
the RMA) and 'Remaining areas', with the first two categories identified on planning 
maps (ibid). 
Section 15, 'Historic Heritage and Tree Protection' has the most relevance to 
archaeology. The Plan describes such heritage as those "natural or human made features 
of the landscape which combine to give people a sense of place, belonging and innate 
worth in relation to the passing of time" (KDC 2004: 145). The Plan acknowledges that 
there are many sites in the District with special significance to the community and to 
visitors. It realises that some sites of historical and cultural value are of importance in 
tourism. These sites can also be archaeological sites, such as Fyffe House and the 
surrounding environment. The Council realises that historic heritage conservation is a 
duty of stewardship essential for the district (ibid). Brief mention is made of the 
archaeological investigations that have gone on in the district, and an acknowledgement 
is made of how much more work there is yet to be done. 
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The KDC state their responsibility to recognise and provide for Maori relations 
with their land (Section 6( e) RMA), and "to have particular regard to recognition and 
protection of the heritage values of sites, buildings, places or areas" (section 7(e) [now 
repealed]) (KDC 2004: 146). The first four policies in Section 15.2.2 relate directly or 
indirectly to archaeological sites. The first policy is to give "suitable protection" to 
heritage buildings, sites and places, which of course, can include archaeological sites 
(KDC 2004: 146). An inventory of significant historic heritage is included in the Plan in 
order to raise public awareness of these sites. Policy 3 intends to encourage the use of 
historic buildings in such a way that will preserve their valued features, and not alter or 
destroy them. Finally, the Plan states that the Council will ensure that all development 
and building proposals that may affect sites identified by the NZAA do not adversely 
affect those sites, unless appropriate authorities have been obtained from the KDC and 
the HPT. The Council will also advise Ngai Tahu and the HPT of any development 
proposals relating to these sites (KDC 2004). 
Section 15.2.3 lists the implementation methods the Council intends to use to 
fulfil the policies listed in the previous subsection. An inventory of the historic heritage 
of the District is, followed by the application of rules to control activities that may 
adversely affect those sites. There is the protection of wahi tapu through resource 
consents and plan change procedures, as well as the notification of Ngai Tahu and the 
HPT of proposals on any areas containing recognised archaeological sites. The waiving 
of application fees for resource consents concerned with the enhancement of scheduled 
heritage places is to be considered; and conditions will be placed on subdivision consents 
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to protect any historic heritage of value to the community (KDC 2004). Finally, there is a 
provision for the use of heritage orders to ensure the protection of any scheduled place 
under threat of demolition, removal or major modification (ibid). 
The second half of Section 15 deals with Heritage Rules, which apply to all 
features listed in Appendices C, D, and E, and are identified on Planning Maps 
(Appendix D is a list of protected trees unrelated to archaeological sites). Features 
relating to archaeology include Class A Heritage Buildings, Class B Heritage Buildings, 
Archaeological Sites, Archaeological Areas and Historic Areas, and Wahi Tapu Sites and 
Areas (which may also be archaeological sites) (KDC 2004). Modification of, or addition 
to any of the buildings in Appendix C is permitted without resource consent, provided it 
complies with set conditions. Controlled activities apply to Class B historic buildings and 
include any modification of or addition to these buildings that does not comply with the 
conditions in 15.6.1 (ibid). Finally, there are discretionary activities that apply to both 
Class A and Class B historic buildings. 
Section 15.8.1 goes over the activities and conditions that apply to archaeological 
sites, archaeological areas, historic areas and wahi tapu. There are three sets of activities, 
permitted, controlled and discretionary (restricted). 'Permitted' means that permission 
does not need to be sought from the KDC as long as the conditions listed in the Plan are 
met (KDC 2004). 'Controlled' activities refer to any earthworks within the Building 
Platfonn Location Areas, or the construction of vehicle access within the Kaikoura 
Peninsula Tourism Zone. The Council's control is restricted to the effects on historic, 
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archaeological and cultural values (ibid). Finally, 'discretionary' activities relate to any 
earthworks within 20m of, or the disturbance of archaeological sites or areas; and the 
accidental discovery of human remains. These provisions are referenced to the sites listed 
in Appendix E (archaeological sites, wahi tapu, and historic areas). In this instance, the 
Council has discretion over these activities with regard to the effect on historic, 
archaeological or cultural values (ibid). 
Section 15.8.3 is the protocol for the accidental discovery of archaeological sites, 
although it does not apply to the Kaikoura Peninsula Tourism Zone (accidental discovery 
in this zone is dealt with in a new section, see below paragraph). In any instance where it 
is suspected that any archaeological artefact or human remains have been uncovered, then 
work must cease immediately (KDC 2004). If human remains are found or suspected, 
then the site must be secured so as to ensure the remains are not further disturbed. The 
consent holder (or landowner), the KDC and the police must be informed by the 
contractor. The consent holder must notify the HPT and the Kaikoura Runanga within 12 
hours. Excavation must not continue until these groups have given approval for work to 
continue. In other cases, the consent holder/landowner, KDC, Runanga and HPT must be 
informed and work cease until appropriate further action has been decided on (ibid). 
A new section has been added in Section 15.8.4- accidental discovery protocol 
for the Kaikoura Peninsula Tourism Zone. The purpose of this protocol to manage and 
protect archaeological sites, "maximise the opportunity to retrieve physical and 
archaeological evidence... [and arrange for] the dignified and appropriate cultural 
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management" of human remains (KDC 2004: 155). The Plan uses the definition of an 
archaeological site found in the HPA 1993. Once again, in the event of a discovery, work 
must cease and the appropriate authorities be advised of the discovery. In addition, an 
archaeologist must be contacted to "advise on the significance of the find" (ibid). If 
human remains are involved, then the police must also be informed, and the section of the 
site marked off. If the remains are of Maori origin, then Kaumatua will decide what 
happens to the remains. In all other cases, the archaeologist and site supervisor determine 
appropriate further action to mitigate damage, applying to the HPT for an authority if 
necessary (KDC 2004: 155-156). Finally, the plan lists the responsibilities of the 
developer and Te Runanga o Kaikoura (KDC 2004: 157). 
There are two appendices applying to historic heritage in the district plan. 
Appendix C is a schedule of historic buildings, divided into Class A and Class B. All of 
the Class A buildings are registered with the HPT as historic places. Appendix E lists 
archaeological sites, wahi tapu and historic areas. The only registered archaeological site 
is Takahanga Pa, which is also the only registered wahi tapu. The Fyffe House Historic 
Area is the only registered historic area. The remainder of the appendix is given over to a 
list of archaeological sites (which includes Takahanga Pa). All sites in Appendix E are 
referenced to Section 15.8.1.Although they are marked on the planning maps, the grid 
references do not give exact locations, but indicate that an archaeological site exists "in 
the general vicinity" (KDC 2004:270). The information includes the NZAA SRS number 
as well as an identification code specific to the KDP. 
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The attitude of the KDC towards historic heritage can be summed up in section 
15.2 and 15.2.1- Issue 1 and Objective 1. Issue 1 states that "historic heritage has value 
to the District and may be lost or adversely affected by development, land use changes, 
lack of maintenance, fire, or vandalism" (K.DC 2004: 146). To address this issue, 
Objective 1 will "promote the conservation and preservation of the District's historic 
heritage, including: historic buildings, places and sites, waahi tapu, and archaeological 
sites" (ibid). 
6.2 Analysis - Kaikoura District Plan 
The purpose of the KDP is to aid the KDC in fulfilling the provisions of the 
RMA. The RMA (section 5) purports to promote the "sustainable management of natural 
and physical resources"; the Plan is the primary means by which the natural and physical 
resources in the Kaikoura District will be managed, used and developed (KDC 2004:1 ). 
Overall, the KDP has explicit and well explained processes in place for the 
protection of archaeological sites. However, while the Plan outlines the value of historic 
heritage to the district, there is no real indication of an understanding of purely 
archaeological values. They are described as being "worth of protection" and identified 
as being useful for obtaining "quality information" on the past, without any specific value 
statement (K.DC 2004:150, 155). There is no reference to any archaeological expertise in 
the KDP and there is no archaeologist on the staff of the district council. The KDP is 
dependent on the records of the SRS for the appendix of archaeological sites. 
Unfortunately, the Plan is relying on records of variable quality, for sites that have been 
132 
recorded over a timescale ranging from the 1960s to the present time. There is not 
however, any acknowledgement of this fact, and the SRS is only referenced in Appendix 
E through the listing of each site's SRS file number. This is important, because as will be 
shown, the SRS grid references are not always accurate, and the locations given on the 
planning maps indicate a site exists in the vicinity but do not give exact locations (KDC 
2004:270). The Plan has a very clear layout, and is easy to read and understand. The 
flexibility of the KDP as set out in Section 1.5 is an advantage for protecting archaeology 
in the district, as it means that when legislation and/or policy statements change, the KDC 
will undertake any changes necessary to keep the Plan consistent with these. Questions 
relating to who has authority over archaeological sites in the district are very clearly dealt 
with; for instance with regard to Heritage Orders. The Plan clearly outlines what heritage 
orders are, what sort of values they are intended to protect, and who has the authority to 
issue one. One other aspect of the District Plan that is very useful is the way in which it 
fully explains not only the issues that landowners, developers, contractors and other 
stakeholders must be aware of, but also explains why. For instance, the Plan states that 
Ngai Tahu hold tribal authority over the Kaikoura District, but it also outlines the Act of 
parliament that grants them this authority by law (KDC 2004). 
One cause for concern with the KDP comes from the wording of Section 15.1 as it 
refers to the protection granted heritage values under the RMA. The 2004 proposed 
District Plan states that the Council is to have "particular regard to recognition and 
protection of the heritage values of sites, buildings, places or areas" under section 7( e) of 
the RMA (KDC 2004:146). An updated version of the KDP was found online (via 
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communication with R. Vaughn), which has the same wording. However, section 7(e) 
was repealed under the RMAA, and the provisions for heritage values (which include 
archaeology) moved to section 6(f). This section states that persons exercising authority 
under the Act shall "recognise and provide for the following matters of national 
importance: . . . the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, 
and development" (S 6(f)). 
Unfortunately, this does not appear to be a localised problem. An online search of 
other Planning documents uncovered the same situation, such as in the Auckland 
Regional Policy Statement. Section 6a of this document states that there is the need to 
have regard for "recognition and protection of the heritage values of sites, buildings, 
places or areas (RM Act section 7(e))" (Auckland Regional Council [ARC] 2005). In 
addition to this, the wording of the Christchurch City Plan suggests that it too is basing its 
Rules on a section of the RMA that has now been repealed; "the Council shall, in 
considering whether or not to grant consent or impose conditions, have regard to the 
following assessment matters ... " (Christchurch City Council 2005). 
However, it is likely that the apparent problem with councils not referencing the 
correct section of the RMA is due more to the slow process of changing an operative 
District or Regional Plan. Correspondence with the ARC has shown that the Policy 
Statement is in the process of being changed. The statement quoted above has been 
replaced by "the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use and 
development (RM Act section 6(f))" (ARC 2005). The reason for this discrepancy is due 
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to the fact that there is no process for making edits to the policy; changes must go 
through the plan change process (V. Tanner, pers. comm., 22 March). 
Both the Dunedin City Council (DCC) and the Waikato District Council (WDC) 
make clear reference to section 6(f) of the updated RMA, which place heritage values as 
a matter of national importance. The Dunedin City Plan is in the process of being updated 
to ensure consistency between its policies and the current legislation. In the Plan 
Evaluation Report for the Townscape Section, it mentions "the elevation of historic 
heritage to a matter of national importance under section 6(f) of the RMA" (DCC 2004). 
The Proposed Waikato District Plan doesn't reference section 6(f) directly, but it does 
state "the Resource Management Act provides that the protection of historic heritage 
from inappropriate subdivision, use and development is a matter of national importance" 
(WDC 2004). 
Section 15.8.1 has been extensively rewritten to account for the change in the 
descriptions of 'activity statuses'. This is a positive change in that it has made the 
provisions contained in this subsection much clearer and easier to understand. Finally, 
Section 15.8.4 is a new subsection that has been added to this proposed version of the 
District Plan. This protocol for accidental site discovery provides further protection for 
archaeological sites, and for human remains. Overall, the KDP provides very good 
protection for archaeological sites on paper. However, due to the apparent lack of 
recognition of archaeological values and the need to be careful in the use of the SRS; the 
protection offered by the KDP is not as effective in practice as it is in theory. There is 
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also the confusion over section 7(e) of the RMA. However, it appears that this is not a 
localised problem, and needs to be addressed across the country. 
6.3 Analysis- Geographic Information Systems and Global Positioning Systems 
GPS readings were taken during the field survey in order to conduct an analysis of 
the usefulness of this system in mapping archaeological sites and what utility GIS has in 
the conversion of extensive archaeological data to a single-point format. In order to 
facilitate the GIS analysis, three questions were raised on the applied problem regarding 
the relationship of archaeological landscapes to the planning landscape, including 
surveyed cadastral/parcel boundaries (cf. landforms/contexts without close boundaries). 
These are: 
I. Are co-ordinates more accurate when sites are on/near well surveyed 
landmarks such as roads or railway lines? 
2. Are co-ordinates more accurate when sites have been frequently and/or 
intensively surveyed? eg: Fyffe Historic Precinct. 
3. What are the problems associated with turning extensive readings into a 
single grid reference co-ordinate for planning purposes/documents. 
These questions were designed in order to relate to the wider issue of integrating 
archaeologists' knowledge about the protection and management of sites into planning 
documents. It is important to note that no statistical analysis will be done on the data 
presented here; instead, analysis will be comparative. Extensive readings can be those 
generated by GPS or more traditional survey techniques. 
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6. 3. I Are co-ordinates more accurate when sites are on/near well surveyed landmarks 
such as roads or railways? 
The hypothesis being tested here is that sites on or near a well surveyed landmark, 
such as a road or railway, will be have more accurate co-ordinates. Sites were selected 
that were close to either a major road (generally State Highway One) or the railway line, 
as well as some that were some distance from these features. The distance from the GPS 
data to the SRS recorded co-ordinates was then measured, and compared (SRS data taken 
from CINZAS). The distance from both sets of co-ordinates was measured to the nearest 
point of a well-surveyed feature, roadway, railway or coastline in some cases. The 
differences were compared between sites, giving an approximate idea of whether or not 
location near a well surveyed landmark makes a difference to the accuracy of co-ordinate 
positioning data. 
The sites chosen for analysis were 031/14, 031/70, 032/45, 032/49, P3112, and 
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Examination of the sites suggests that the location of a site close to or distant from 
well-surveyed landmarks makes no difference to how accurate the co-ordinates are. For 
instance, both sets of readings (CINZAS and GPS) for 031114 (Elms Pa) and 032/45 
( George Allright' s grave), are close to each other. The CINZAS point for 031/14 is 8.1 m 
from the edge of State Highway One, while the readings closest to the road from the GPS 
data were 4.1 m, 4.3m and 2. 7m respectively. This is a difference of only 3.8-5 .4m. With 
respect to 032/45, the GPS co-ordinate is 45m from the railway line, while the CINZAS 
point is 110.7m. On the other hand, the readings for 031/70 are so far out that the two 
sets of data are on opposite sides of the road. This is the remains of a warehouse fireplace 
on the seaward side of the road. The GPS reading places the site 6.1 m from the road edge 
on the seaward side of the road. However, the CINZAS co-ordinate is 44m from the 
landward road edge (see Figure 32). 
N 
Figure 32: 031/70 showing CINZAS and GPS site co-ordinates A 
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While it might seem reasonable to assume that sites further away from well-
surveyed landmarks will not be as accurately recorded, site 032/49 (a whaling station 
near Haumuri Bluff) appears to contradict that assumption. To the end of the road from 
the GPS is 6.3km, from the CINZAS co-ordinate it is 6.15km; a difference of only 150m. 
Considering these points, it is clear that position of a site in relation to a well-
surveyed landmark makes very little difference to the accuracy of the co-ordinates. One 
site very close to a road (Avoca Street, Kaikoura) has 37.9m difference between the 
readings, which are placed on two different sides of the road. Meanwhile, a site which is 
kilometres away from the nearest road has only 150m difference between the readings. 
Since the site itself extends approximately 196m along the beach, this 150m difference is 
not meaningful. For the most part, the different co-ordinates appear to be fairly close to 
each other, regardless of the sites' location in relation to a well-surveyed landmark. 
6. 3. 2 Are co-ordinates more accurate when sites have been frequently and/or intensively 
surveyed? eg: Fyffe Historic Precinct. 
The hypothesis is that site co-ordinates will be more accurate when the sites have 
been frequently and/or intensively surveyed over the years. In order to test this, five sites 
were chosen; they are: 031/13, 031/37, 031/67, 031/71, and 031/72. Of these sites, 
031/67, 031/71, and 031/72 fall into the 'frequently and/or intensively surveyed' 
category. The latter two sites were surveyed in 1991, as part of an intensive survey, 
carried out by Michael Trotter and Beverly McCulloch as preliminary research for the 
HPT. The former site is a whaling station in South Bay, first recorded via excavation in 
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1991, and again in 1993, the grid reference was corrected in 1999 and another recording 
is listed for 2000. Sites 031/13 and 031/37 have been recorded only once, the former in 
1961 and the latter in 1965. Measurements were taken from the GPS co-ordinates to the 
CINZAS ones and to any landmarks in the area such as coastline and road sides; and 
from the CINZAS location points to the coastline and road side (where relevant). 
One point it is important to be aware of is where the measurements were taken 
from. Any measurement to the road from a site was taken from the centre of the point (if 
a point was all that was present) or from the corners of the site (if the site was mapped as 
an area). Distances were measured in a straight line to the road or coastline from the point 
they were being measured from, not to the same point on the road or coast edge. 
Comparisons are made between sets of points, for example, between the readings taken 
from the GPS and CINZAS co-ordinates to the road edge. In situations where there is 
more than one reading from the GPS, then an average is used. For ease of 
communication, these data have been placed into a table, (Table 3). 
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Table 3- Comparison ofGPS and CINZAS data for sites 031167, 031/71, and 
031/72 (intensively surveyed sites) 
'RiPs:)~tf<i:F&$T.&~c6l'Cli0Itr~ie~e~sY.!im~t81'~~~~Jf..'JE>: .. ~~~;~~~:t·~~~~~~~~tt~r~~·-.,.~~}5.Ri 
031/67.,.;, 
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~t·~~· .. ., , .. ;'' l '\,/ " , ::;~} ",,''Jil',· .. i, l . ~~. ~ ~~ :- ,.~~/ "'"· ·•I ,.;;·. \• :··. ' ,, .. ' 
Measurement CINZAS GPS (average) Difference 
To road 267.3m 187.2m 80.lm 
To coast 3.3m (in ocean) 73.4m 70.lm 
To CINZAS 81.2m NIA 
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Measurement CINZAS GPS (average) Difference 
To road 47.4m 16m 31.4m 
To coast 79.5m 68m 11.5m 
To CINZAS 29.7m NIA 
'031/72'< ·..''.)' 
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:: ; •.; ·, .. ~.,;;t:. ;-; < .. ., .. • ,:"to,• .. , ·' ,., .:::·.~-- . ' '; 'rl ' ,. ; -\, I • ~· . • 
Measurement CINZAS GPS (average) Difference 
To road 14.6m 21.2m 6.6m 
To coast 16.3m (on land) 79.6m 63.3m 
To CINZAS 96.5m NIA 
From this table, it can be seen that the differences are in fact, quite large between 
sites; and accuracy does not appear to be high. This is especially obvious in 031 /67, 
where the CINZAS point is actually in the ocean, according to the coastal outline (see 
Figure 33). 
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This site was extensively excavated, and judging from Figure 34, it would appear that the 
GPS reading is more accurate than the CINZAS co-ordinate. If the differences between 
the distances are used for a measurement of accuracy, none of these sites appear to have 
been very accurately recorded. Visual placement suggests that the GPS co-ordinates are 
more accurate. 
031167 and 031172 both appear to be the most inaccurate of the three sites 
examined here, with distances between co-ordinates of 81.2m and 96.5m respectively. 
These distances between each set of co-ordinates are larger than Tony Walton's 
suggested 40m site lumping limit (Walton 1999). While there is only 6.6m difference 
between the distances to the road for site 031172 (14.6m - CINZAS, 21.2m - GPS), the 
points are on opposite sides of the road marked on the GIS (see Figure 34). 
N 
Figure 34: Showing the locations ofGPS and CINZAS data for 031/72 A 
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031/71 is the only site with all measurements falling within the 40m "critical 
separation distance" (Walton 1999:41). When the GIS map is examined, it can be seen 
that the two sets of co-ordinates are much closer, even visually (see Figure 35). 
N 
A 
Figure 35 - Showing the locations ofGPS and CINZAS data for 031/71 
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The last two sites for this question, 031/13, and 031127 were only recorded once, 
both during the early to mid 1960s. The co-ordinate data from both the GPS and CINZAS 
is recorded in Table 4. 
Table 4- Comparison ofGPS and CINZAS data for sites 031/13, and 031/37 
(recorded in the 1960s) 
[GE~1tm~:.~iNZ§.\~~~~15t,!lm~t~iii~a:tW.~idts~fir~ii\iiJ~a~k~l~~~j1~~~~Ni~~!~i$:f1;:.<14.ff 
031/13 . "'. 
.''• ··, ' •. :·.Ji=;.' 
,, 
,.:: ! ' 
Measurement CINZAS GPS (average) Difference 
To road 1.3km 1.3km None 
To coast 49m 22.5m 26.5m 
To CINZAS 31.9m NIA 
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,., .·_-_ " f'' . . ' 
;,, .," ... y, :··· ..;:;>::' ,·· ., .· 
Measurement CINZAS GPS (average) Difference 
To road 927.4m 1.17km 242.6m 
To coast 58.9m 60.3m 1.4m 
To CINZAS 246.7m NIA 
Surprisingly, 031/13 (a cave in Whaler's Bay on the Kaikoura Peninsula) appears to be 
the most accurately recorded site. The co-ordinates are the same distance from the nearest 
road, approximately 1.3km distant, and although there is 31.9m between the two points 
this is within Walton's 40m site separation. However, 031 /37, a midden site also in 
Whaler's Bay does not appear to be as accurate. There is a 242.6m difference in the eo-
ordinates distance to the nearest road, and 246. 7m between the site co-ordinates 
themselves (see Figure 36). 
Figure 36: 031/37 showing the distance between the GPS and CINZAS co-ordinates 1 N - , , ~ A 
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This could be due in part to the difficulty in locating the site in question. Although 
locational aids were given in the record form, they were insufficient to positively identify 
the site. This means that the GPS co-ordinates are a kind of 'best guess', an 
approximation of where I felt the site was most likely to be, based on the locational 
information. 
The conclusion that can be drawn from the information presented here is that 
repeated or intensive recording does not in fact, necessarily or consistently produce more 
accurate co-ordinates. All the sites expected to prove the hypothesis that an increased rate 
of recording would produce an increased accuracy of measurement actually disproved it. 
Meanwhile, the one site that showed an overall agreement between GPS and CINZAS 
measurements was a site that had been recorded only once, in 1961. Clearly the level of 
recording makes very little difference to the accuracy of the co-ordinate data; it suggests 
that there are other factors that dictate the degree of accuracy of measurement. 
6.3.3 What are the problems associated with turning extensive readings into a single grid 
reference co-ordinate for planning purposes/documents? 
This question is closely related to the theoretical problem of 'what is a site?' 
When a site mapped through GPS or traditional survey methods have to be put into a 
database and converted into a 'dot on a map', problems arise as to exactly where the dot 
should be placed. GIS can be used to generate site locations within a region (Stine and 
Lanter 1990), but these locations are rarely in the form of a single point. For instance, the 
only sites in the June 2005 fieldwork that were recorded as a single point were those 
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where identification was not certain; all other sites had at least a series of points, usually 
combined with lines and/or areas (with one or two exceptions). Questions then arise as to 
how lines and areas mapped via survey methods transfer to a single dot on a planning 
map. 
For this problem, GIS maps and measurements were taken from four sites, 
032/49, 031/6, 031110, and 031114. These sites, three pa and one whaling station, are 
all extensive, yet portrayed by a single point in the SRS data- and correspondingly, in 
the planning environment. Measurements were taken between the sites and any landmark 
such as the coastline, roads, or databases already loaded into ArcGIS; see Table 5 for a 
summary of these results. The highlighted cells are those that contain the distances 
between the various types of co-ordinate data. 
Table 5- Comparison ofdataforsites 032/49, 031/6, 031110, and 031/14 
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Measurement CINZAS GPS (average) Places Difference 
To coast 87.7m (left) 7.7m NIA 80m 
To CINZAS NIA ;.i 1 :9·;:6ro-;.;;'(~1" :·~~fr NIA (, . • . - ' !. .-:-~ ~Jy-, 
o:H/6 ' ·• . :··· ... :;f'?> . ·-~t::·j;i ,J·t· , ~)'<''(fct: '•: • "' •.r · ) ;.•~ :\'! ~-
. . ~ ~ .. 
.>····'' .. ·' . "· ;,(!' ........ :, ·:.. . .... ••. >:.· '• ., 
Measurement CINZAS GPS (average) Places Difference 
To road 19.2m 19.3m 60.8m O.lm I 41.6m l41.5m 
To CINZAS NIA · o t1'3'n~ .,, · ,.lfi· NIA • :t;Il·> .'· . , NIA 
To Places .. $30J.11· •. '". t. ·. 342Arn •' 
. •; 
6.4m 
.•• 'i• ; 
031/10 
." • 
Measurement CINZAS GPS (average) Places Difference 
To road 160.7m 87.3m 73.4m 
To coast 234m 300.3m NIA 66.3m 
To CINZAS NIA .. 101m ._-,'r, NIA 
031/14 ,. '•' 
Measurement CINZAS GPS (average) Places Difference 
To road NIA NIA 104.3m NIA 
To Places 268.5m 301.7m NIA 33.2m 
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032/49 is a whaling station near the Haumuri Bluffs, which runs for 196m along 
the beach (Figure 37). 
• 
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This site is likely the most accurately placed site of those listed here, there is only 
119.6m between the GPS and the CINZAS readings, which compared to the other sites is 
a small distance. However, when viewed on the map the different co-ordinates are close 
enough that the CINZAS data would be sufficient to relocate the site. The nature of the 
site itself may account for the 80m difference in the distances to the coast. In the site 
record form, the site is described as being on a low coastal flat between the sandy beach 
and the railway line. This is no longer exactly true; while the coastal flat still exists 
erosion has reduced the beach to the point where the site now lies at the very edge of the 
flat, on the stony beach approximately 8m from the waters edge. This then, accounts for 
the fact that the CINZAS data shows the site on the left of the coastline (west/landward), 
while the GPS data is to the right (east/seaward). 
Nga Niho (031/6) is a pa site on Scarborough Street, the roadway that runs along 
the top of the Kaikoura Peninsula. This site is something of a tourist attraction, in large 
part due to its location on the walkway from South Bay to the Kaikoura Township. There 
are three pieces of locational data for this site; CINZAS easting/northing co-ordinates, the 
surveyed GPS information, and a database contained within ArcGIS that is a list of 
important locations. The distances to the road were measured for each co-ordinate set, as 
well as distances to each other. The difference between the CINZAS and GPS average 
distances to the road is a negligible O.lm, while 'Places' (an ArcGIS data field) is 60.8m 
from the· road. In addition to this, the average distance the GPS co-ordinates are from 
'Places' is 342.4m, roughly comparable to 336m for the CINZAS data. Looking at the 
map (Figure 38), the reasons for this are clear. 
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The average distance from the GPS to the CINZAS is somewhat misleading when 
compared to the map of the site. This is due to the fact that Nga Niho is itself an 
extensive pa site (the wall is approximately 125.9m long), and that GPS points were also 
taken along the path that runs though the pa, although this is not actually part of the site 
itself. 
Lighthouse Pa (031110) is situated on top of the Kaikoura Peninsula and 
encompasses the area upon which the modem lighthouse stands. Readings were taken 
along the line of the bank and ditch, and these are here compared to the CINZAS data. 
The two sets of co-ordinates for this site appear to be close enough to mitigate problems 
of location. The average distance between them is I 01 m, while the furthest distance is 
140.2m; however the shortest is only 52m. Figure 39 shows the relationship between the 
GPS recorded pa and the CINZAS data. 
Figure 39- Lighthouse Pa (031/10) showing the relationship between the GPS and CINZAS data \ 
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The last site to be examined for this question is Elms Pa (031/14), a swamp pa 
located along State Highway One. It has already been noted that with respect to the 
distance to the road, there is only a difference of 4m between the CINZAS data point and 
the closest GPS point. However, the overall average is 39.4m. While Figure 40 shows 
that the CINZAS point is actually within the GPS measured boundaries of the site, part of 
the site extends over the road. While there is no 'Places' point specifically marked for the 
pa, there is one labelled 'The Elms', Table 5 shows the distances from these sites. 
Figure 40- Elms Pa (031114) showing relationship ofCINZAS to GPS measured data N 
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Overall, it can be seen from these examples that the problem of turning area 
information into a dot on a map is one not easily solved. For planning purposes, a single 
co-ordinate reading is a more efficient way of recording the information, especially when 
the data are being listed in an appendix, such as in the KDP. However, the biggest 
problem with this is where to place the 'dot'. From the work done here it does not appear 
that there is any set procedure - for instance, placing a 'dot' in the centre of a pa site. 
This means that each site will have to be visited separately to discover how big an area 
the single grid reference is supposed to cover, and in what direction/s. This will become a 
problem, especially for developers/contractors who often work to a time limit. As it is 
impractical for precise area! information to be incorporated into District Plans, with the 
possible inclusion of exceptional cases, such as extensive sites, or those under heritage 
orders; the best solution would be for the grid reference to locate a point in the centre of 
the site as it is currently known, or as near to the centre of the site as possible (changes 
would be likely necessary in the future if/when further data on the extent of the site was 
gathered), and include measurements in a separate column that show the outer limits of 
the site. 
This question also relates to the typology issue, the problem of lumping and 
splitting, and the theory of landscape or non-site archaeology. Archaeological data 
generated from extensive survey work brings with it the problem of converting that data 
into a single point for recording purposes in either the SRS or for planning documents. 
However, this information is often not amenable to that process. This is because both the 
SRS and planning documents require the data to be given a label, or a type. 
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Unfortunately, extensive areal information often cannot be given just one type, or belong 
to just one typology. The decision a site recorder makes on whether to lump or split sites 
will have an effect on how the information is disseminated. If a set of features are classed 
by the recorder as one site then the site will be placed in the SRS as a single site. 
However, if the features are 'split' and recorded as two or more separate sites then there 
will be an individual record form for each site. When the sites are placed into planning 
documents they will be located as individual sites, however, if the features were recorded 
as one site, there will only be one mention made. Because of the way in which sites are 
recorded onto planning documents there will be no indication of the extent of the site 
located which will be misleading to anyone accessing the information. 
Archaeological landscapes pose yet another problem for the manipulation of 
archaeological data. In a situation such as that at Pouerua where almost the entire cone of 
the volcano was covered with archaeological material of some nature, serious problems 
can arise when trying to convert this data into planning documents. There is no scope for 
the recording of entire archaeological areas into the SRS, which means that the landscape 
must be divided into separate sites for recording purposes. However, because there does 
not seem to be any method for the translation of this extensive landscape data into a 
format suitable for a database, the conversion relies solely on the discretion of the site 
recorder. This need not pose a huge problem, so long as the recorder makes it clear where 
the site boundaries have been drawn and why they have been drawn such a manner. A 
secondary concern arises when this archaeological landscape data is to be used for 
planning purposes. How is such extensive information to be converted into a single, or 
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series of points on a map? Clearly for archaeological landscapes, conversion to a single 
or even a series of points on a planning map will be insufficient to delimit the extent of 
the site. This will be especially difficult if the grid references are being taken from the 
SRS. At best, grid references from the SRS will state that the site runs from 'Grid 
Reference 1' to 'Grid Reference 2' -without a clear indication of the true extent of the 
site. 
This problem occurs in the Kaikoura District at Omihi. This archaeological 
landscape consists of an area ranging from Te Akaha's Rock in the South, to just north of 
the Omihi Stream. It consists of a variety of archaeological remains, most of which 
belong to the Maori village that was present on the site. In the KDP it is recorded as an 
archaeological area and marked on the planning map as an outline showing the 
approximate extent of the site. The site record file for this site (032/8) contains only one 
map of the area, showing sites along the road (State Highway One), but has no further 
depiction of the full extent of the area covered by this archaeological landscape. 
6.4 Problems/Limitations- Geographic Information Systems and Global Positioning 
Systems 
The two biggest technical problems associated with the use of GIS and GPS are 
the inaccuracies inherent in these systems. The inaccuracies within GPS have already 
been discussed, and for the most part, can be corrected for. The remaining problem is 
simply user inexperience. A GPS is a complicated system; while a person can be taught 
how to use it; the finer nuances of utilising GPS come only with practice. For instance, to 
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best minimise atmospheric interference, one should avoid taking readings during the 
middle of the day when the sun is high in the sky. Like any complicated program, the 
more a person uses it, the more familiar they become, increasing their ability to get the 
most out of the system. 
With regards to GIS, once again, the more familiar a user is with the program the 
more useful they will find it and the more complex tasks they will be able to perform. 
There are, however, other issues that need to be addressed. The problem that has the most 
relevance to the use of GIS to the analysis of GPS and NZMS 260 grid references is the 
"error inherent in the basemaps used to create the layer" in the GIS database (Marozas 
and Zack 1990: 169). For instance, in Figure 39 above, it can be seen that the red line 
marking the road is actually in a different place to the street marked on the parcel 
boundary beneath it. This becomes especially important in relation to archaeological sites 
when one considers the potential for error in site location co-ordinates. In part, this is due 
to human error in recording; however there is also the potential for error in the NZMS 
260 map series. These only have an accuracy of 1 OOm. This has been proven in the 
analysis presented above, as it has been shown that grid references do not always provide 
a meaningful location. 
Marozas and Zack combine both these inaccuracy issues into one when they ask 
what happens when the various layers (GIS databases, site co-ordinates, GPS data) are 
combined into a GIS for measurement or planning purposes (Marozas and Zack 
1990: 169). When these data sets, with their varying degrees of inaccuracy are integrated 
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into one database, the errors are compounded, in other words, the "accuracy of the final 
product or overlay would be equal to the sum of the errors of each of the GIS layers" 
(Marozas and Zack 1990: 169). Because GIS is such a complicated program, a high 
degree of familiarity is required in order to effectively use the program. Predictive 
models are complicated in themselves, with a high level of theoretical knowledge 
required beforehand; making such an endeavour beyond the scope of this thesis (in spite 
of the anticipation of the initial fieldwork planning hui at Takahanga). 
6.5 Analysis- Site Recording Scheme 
In May 2005 the Canterbury site record files were housed in the Christchurch 
office of the HPT under the care of the regional filekeeper. They were intact and well 
organised, although there were a few gaps in the site files. This is more likely to be due to 
problems with recorders filing records than in care taken. The records themselves vary 
widely in amount of information and accuracy of locational data. Files that have been 
subsequently upgraded still contain the information that was originally filed - often in its 
original handwritten form. Occasionally included are packets of old photographs and 
other delicate information. 
It has been shown that grid references do not appear to be of any greater accuracy 
when the site has been intensively or frequently surveyed - the same is not true for the 
amount of information contained in the record files. Sites that were intensively and/or 
surveyed more than once, such as sites in the Fyffe Historic Precinct and the whaling 
station at South Bay contain much more information than sites such as the cave in 
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Whaler's Bay which was only recorded once in 1961. The record files for sites that have 
been surveyed more than once contain the original site file as well as any additional 
information gained from subsequent investigation. For some sites, especially those in the 
1999 upgrade done by Trotter and McCulloch, the additional information is simply a 
corrected grid reference (for example: P31/2). 
The accuracy of the site record files varies greatly depending on how many times 
the site in question had been visited and recorded. For instance, sites such as 031/13 and 
031/65 both recorded in the 1960s have only the minimum amount of information on the 
file. Sites that have been surveyed more than once, such as 031114 and 031/67 have 
much more comprehensive information included. Whaling stations generally include a 
summary of the history of the station, including yields. This discrepancy in the site record 
files poses the largest hindrance to their use. It means that every site file must be 
carefully examined in order to ascertain what information might have been left out. Those 
files that have less information mean that additional survey work must be undertaken. For 
example, if one wanted to take information from a site file such as P31/20 - a midden site 
at Mangamaunu Corner, it would be found that the site file was insufficient for a true 
understanding of the site. This site was surveyed in 1966, and the site description consists 
of only two sentences. Because of this, anyone wanting to work on this site would need to 
visit the area; on doing that, they would realise that the site has likely been destroyed by 
subsequent development on the roadside. 
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When the SRS is the first place to which contractors, developers and other 
stakeholders are directed for archaeological information it is vital that the information 
contained therein is of the highest quality possible. It is unfortunate that many of the site 
files in the SRS are not of this quality. It is necessary to note that not all site files are 
inadequate - those that were part of an intensive survey such as those around and within 
the Fyffe Historic Precinct, and sites such as the whaling station in South Bay that have 
been surveyed a number of times have a considerable amount of information. In some 
instances, the site file may contain references to other published and unpublished works 
that have been done on a site. These may provide the extra information not contained 
within the file itself, although it will only be of use if the other documents are easily 
accessible. 
6.6 Conclusion 
The KDP is still in the planning stage, which accounts for discrepancies such as 
the mention of section 7(e) of the RMA. Direct communication with the KDC has shown 
that they are aware of this problem. Overall, the Plan provides protection and 
management strategies for archaeological sites that are well set out and explained, but the 
knowledge base/data are deficient and poorly explained. The policies in place in 
Kaikoura are comparable to those in place in other, major centres, such as Auckland and 
Christchurch. 
157 
The appendix in the back of the Plan provides a comprehensive and accessible list 
of all the archaeological sites within the district. Section 15.8 has been extensively 
modified to provide protocol and protection for archaeological sites and wahi tapu that 
are accidentally discovered in the course of other activities. Added to this is an updated 
list of permitted, controlled and discretionary activities that may be carried out on or near 
archaeological sites. Overall, the Plan is well set up to "promote the conservation and 
preservation of the District's historic heritage, including: historic buildings, places and 
sites, waahi tapu, and archaeological sites" (KDC2004: 146). Unfortunately, the list of 
recorded archaeological sites and the imprecise grid references used mean that the Plan 
may particularly effective when implemented. 
The largest problem with the SRS is that of interpreting spatial information. Th~,;,,.: 
are questions that must be asked, such as how does the grid reference listed in the SRS 
correspond to an actual site on the ground? This especially important for larger sites such 
as pa and some historic period sites, as a single grid reference clearly does not delimit the 
entire site boundary. Related to this issue is that of understanding archaeological values. 
The terms used to describe sites in the SRS have been created and tend to be exclusively 
used by archaeologists. This can create problems of interpretation for those using the 
scheme without any archaeological training. There is no explanation in the scheme of 
what a 'midden' or an 'umu' is. The NZAA website explains that not all sites recorded in 
the SRS are archaeological sites as defined by the HP A and it states that for some 
purposes (such as detennining whether an authority is required under the HPA) an 
investigation by a qualified archaeologist will be necessary (NZAA 2006). While the 
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website acknowledges the increased use of the scheme by territorial authorities and the 
use of the scheme with regards to "planning and legal issues for site identification, 
protection and management" there is no glossary of terms found in the scheme present on 
the website (NZAA 2006). The variable quality of the site record files is another problem 
with the SRS. It means that whenever they are used as a basis for development one must 
be careful - the files may not always be accurate. In some instances, sites may have been 
destroyed since they were recorded, although the record file may still be present in the 
SRS. 
Using a GPS proved to be a highly effective and accurate method of recording site 
information. The data are easily downloaded into a format readable by ArcGIS, making 
manipulation of data extremely easy. To aid in the analysis, three questions were asked of 
the GPS data, relating to the accuracy of the six-figure grid references as opposed to the 
GPS data, and to the mechanics of translating extensive GPS survey information into a 
single grid reference on a planning map. Overall, it appears that the GPS data are more 
accurate than that contained within the Site Record Files. The number of times a site has 
been recorded has no effect on how accurate the locational data is; in addition, the degree 
of proximity to a well-surveyed landmark also has no effect on accuracy. 
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The biggest problem is, of course, how to translate extensive areal information 
into a 'dot' on a planning map. There is no real solution to this problem, as it is 
impractical for every piece of information recorded via GPS (or other areal survey) to be 
included in a District Plan - with the possible exception of very extensive or important 
sites. What is most important is that the method used to convert the data remains 
consistent. There are errors inherent in the human processing of grid references, and 




This research project has examined a number of different issues facing 
archaeologists, and district planners alike when attempting to integrate differing ideas and 
concerns on the protection and management of archaeological sites into the planning 
process. It looked at the SRS set up by the NZAA and examined the value of this scheme 
in the light of its use today. The scheme is used extensively as a basis for research and for 
those needing information on archaeological sites as part of an authority application to 
the HPT. The KDC includes information from the record files in the District Plan as an 
appendix. 
The typology debate is a vital part of the analysis of the SRS, because of how 
sites are classified and grouped. The SRS is a 'classification' according to the definition 
of Adams 1988, in that the categories are not mutually exclusive, and none is ranked over 
another. This lack of exclusivity can pose problems for the scheme when a recorder must 
decide what category in which to place a site. The scheme is full of files with multiple 
site types listed, such as midden/oven, or midden/pit. Lumping and splitting is a related to 
typology, as the decision whether to combine features into one site or split them into 
many will dictate which classification the site/s belong to. This question is raised by 
Walton 1999 in the latest edition of the site recording handbook. He comments that 
where sites are close together, for instance a set of pits on a ridge, a decision must be 
made whether to group them together or split them. Walton follows Doherty 1996 in 
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suggesting that the maximum distance for including features as one site is 40m. This 
issue also relates to the use of the six-figure grid reference. Because these grid references 
give location to the nearest 1 OOm, separate sites between 41-1 OOm apart may end up with 
the same grid reference. In this instance, Walton advises that there must be sufficient 
locational information to distinguish the sites (Walton 1999). 
Typology can be a problem when site data are to be transferred onto a planning 
map - what type does one label the site as? The KDP avoids the problem of typology on 
its planning maps by using a small triangle shape to denote the presence of an 
archaeological site in the vicinity without giving full grid co-ordinates or giving the site a 
label. This more specific information is provided in an appendix attached to the Plan. 
Another problem is that of assumptions made on the inherent worth of various sites. 
While archaeologists try, and generally succeed in keeping value judgements out of their 
work; contractors, developers and other stakeholders are more prone to the idea that a pa 
site has more worth than a midden. This may have an affect on archaeologists' attempts 
to impart their concerns to district planners, as they are not the only 'voice' the planning 
officers must listen to. 
The use of GPS in archaeological field work has been well documented; and the 
current research has shown its applicability for planning purposes. It has been shown that 
GPS data inserted into a GIS program deliver more accurate locational data than the 
conventional six-figure grid references. ArcMap is an easy program to learn to use, 
especially as ESRI have very comprehensive tutorials online for personal use. Co-
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ordinates generated through GPS are no more accurate if the site lies near a well-
surveyed landmark; nor are they more accurate if the site in question was intensively or 
frequently surveyed. The same question of accuracy holds true for the six-figure grid 
references used by the SRS. A GPS is easy to train on, meaning the experience of the 
user has little effect on the accuracy of the co-ordinates generated. 
The biggest problem associated with GPS and GIS is how the data generated by 
these processes are incorporated into the planning process and the co-ordinates placed 
onto planning maps. It was at this point in the analysis that the inaccuracy of the six-
figure grid references became most apparent. When the GPS data were imported into GIS 
and combined with grid references from CINZAS, the discrepancies between the site 
locations became clear. Initial investigation examined the different data at a large scale 
(entire district), which made the different sets of data appear very close. It was not until 
the scale was reduced so that the differences in accuracy became apparent. This means 
that not only does a decision need to be made as to where to place the 'dot' on the map 
when the data is retrieved from extensive GPS readings; a decision needs to be made as 
to which set of locational data will be paramount. 
The SRS suffers most from records of variable quality. Despite the fact that 
frequent recording does not provide grid references of greater accuracy, the amount of 
infonnation in the files is more comprehensive and detailed than those sites that were 
only recorded once. The second problem, and one closely related, is that many of the sites 
have only been recorded once, and then during the early years of the scheme. This creates 
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problems for the planning officers who use the information in the site record files as the 
basis of their data on archaeology in the district plan. If the officers using the files don't 
realise that the data they hold may be out of date, they may not realise the need for 
updated information on the sites that have not been investigated in many years. This is 
especially important for the sites that were last recorded in the 1960s, as the current 
research showed that they were in many instances, extremely hard to find, and two at 
least, no longer existed. 
Finally, the KDP is well written, and has clear policies on archaeological matters. 
The Plan outlines the responsibilities of both the council and others according to the 
Resource Management Act, and is very clear on why these policies are in place. There is 
a problem in the reference in Section 15 to an out-of-date piece of legislation in the 
RMA; however, as the plan is still being amended, it is likely this will be corrected. The 
Plan appears to be comparable to other district and city plans, such as those found in 
Auckland, Christchurch, and Dunedin. While the KDP has well set out procedures, there 
is a lack of understanding of the nature of archaeological knowledge and values that 
hinders the effective implementation of the policies. The biggest problem is the fact that 
there does not seem to be any acknowledgement of the variable quality of the SRS data 
used for the list of archaeological sites in the district. 
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7.2 Conclusion 
The methods of protecting the archaeological heritage of the Kaikoura District 
focus on the policies and provisions of the KDP, which provides the means of 
implementation ofthe RMA. It is also the responsibility of the District Council to inform 
stakeholders of the need for HPT authorities where necessary. From the analysis of the 
KDP it can be seen that the provisions contained therein for the protection of the 
archaeological heritage of the area are comprehensive and show evidence of external 
knowledge. The history of the district is outlined, in order to give people a better 
understanding of why it is so important to protect the heritage. Provisions have been 
updated in the proposed version to ensure better protection for sites accidentally 
discovered in the course of other earthworks. One problem the plan seems to have is its 
reference to outdated legislation. In Section 15.1 there is a reference to section 7 (e) of 
the RMA, which states that 'particular regard' must be taken for heritage values. 
However, this section of the act has been repealed, a fact that at this time has not been 
noted in the KDP. This raises the question of whether the KDC and other local authorities 
have yet come to grips with their increased statutory obligations. 
The SRS is the national database of archaeological sites m New Zealand. 
Although when begun in 1958, its primary use was considered to be for research, it has 
become common for the scheme to be utilised by developers needing information as pari 
of an authority application under the HP A It contains the records of over 55,000 sites 
distributed over twenty districts throughout the country. The files contained within the 
SRS are of variable quality, which poses problems for those wishing to use them. It has 
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been shown that those sites that have been recorded more than once, such as the whaling 
station in South Bay (031/67); or sites that were a part of an intensive survey process, 
such as those within the Fyffe Historic Precinct have much more comprehensive records. 
While some sites recorded as part of an intensive survey may not have the same volume 
of information, there are generally references to other documentation listed. 
The sites with the least amount of information are those that were recorded in the 
1960s and have not been revisited since. It is possible that some of these sites have been 
visited since they were first recorded, but details of these visits have not found their way 
onto the site record file. This variable quality means that extra work needs to be done 
whenever sites are being impacted on, as the site record file does not have the most up-to-
date information. However, the SRS upgrade project is currently underway; begun in 
1999 it was designed to upgrade the information contained in the files, specifically "grid 
reference, site location, condition, threats and land ownership status" (NZAA 2006). 
According to the NZAA website, this project is not designed to be large-scale; its 
purpose is to update current information, meaning that not all sites will need to be visited 
to assess adequacy of this information (ibid). However, the current research has shown 
that not all grid references are accurate (cf. P31/2 and P31/21, sites with separate SRS 
numbers which appear to be the same site), and that some sites no longer exist (such as 
031/11 [pa on Kaikoura Peninsula] and P31120 [midden at Mangamaunu Corner]). In 
many cases, it will be impossible for an archaeologist to ascertain whether more 
information/a site visit is required from the site record file. This suggests that the 
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majority of sites will need to be visited - in general, the data in the SRS are insufficient 
for the majority of uses. Because the upgrade project has not yet reached the Kaikoura 
District, other updates may occur in the future. 
Unfortunately for archaeologists, and planners, typology will always be a 
problem. The major questions are site type and site boundary. When a site consists of 
multiple features, the biggest problem is what to describe it as. This leads to many sites 
on the SRS having more than one label. It can lead to problems when these data are 
incorporated into planning maps and district plans. If a site containing middens and ovens 
is labelled as such in the SRS but only labelled as 'midden' in a planning document then 
confusion is likely to arise. Depending on which data set is accessed, those retrieving the 
data may not realise that there is only one site. It is unlikely there will be space to fully 
elucidate what is on the site record file, and decisions must be made as to which category 
to list a site in. 
The second problem associated with typology is the lumping and splitting debate. 
The issue here is where to draw the lines grouping separate features together and calling 
them a site. In addition to this, the questions of what the site actually is and how much of 
it can be seen and recorded must be answered. The SRS generally deals with surface 
features of sites, unless there is excavation data available for inclusion. Unfortunately, 
surface features do not necessarily depict the extent of the site or the number of features 
contained within the site boundary. A site that appears to be a midden on the surface may 
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be discovered to also contain ovens or pits during the course of an excavation - this will 
of course, necessitate a change in classification. 
The research presented here has shown that GPS and GIS have a great deal to 
offer archaeologists and planners alike. The analysis has shown that GPS is a highly 
accurate way of mapping archaeological sites, and can be used to generate six-figure grid 
references for the SRS. When considering an area such as the Kaikoura District, with an 
expansive coastline and extensive archaeological resources, many of which are under 
development pressure at this time, GPS provides an excellent method of quickly 
recording sites. It has been shown in past research that use of a GPS enables twice as 
much land to be surveyed, and includes the ability to record features within sites as well 
as the extent of the site itself (see Tennant and Bristow 2004). 
The experimental use of GIS in this research project has highlighted its utility and 
ease of use. The three questions used to focus the analysis have shown that GIS is a good 
program for use in the management of archaeological sites in a planning environment. 
The program does not take long to learn, and is easy to use at this simple level of data 
manipulation. More extensive work, however, would require a greater knowledge of, and 
expertise with the program. ArcMap enables the user to create maps and manipulate data, 
both by importing data from an external source and through templates within the program 
itself. It allows the user to create layers in which to place different data sets which can 
then be manipulated individually or combined to create groups of layers. 
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The main problem with ArcMap is that, it is only easy to use at a very basic level 
of operation; the more complex the operation the more difficult the program is to operate. 
In this research project, all that the GIS was used to do was manipulate layers and 
measure the distances between points. Any further use of the program would require 
much greater knowledge and more time to learn the higher end features. Another problem 
with GIS is the inaccuracies in some of the data layers. For instance, in Figure 39, the red 
line denotes the road; this line should be within the black lines of the parcel boundaries, 
however it is clear that it is not. This causes problems when measuring the distance of a 
site to the road when it is clear that at least one set of measurements is inaccurate. The 
third problem, with both GIS and GPS is the cost. The ESRI website lists ArcGIS (the 
program used by the Anthropology Department, at the University of Otago) as costing 
$US 1,500 for a single use license (ESRI 2006). The Trimble GPS unit used in this 
research has a twofold cost, the hardware itself (the receiver) costs $8,704 +GST, while 
the software bundle, (including Pathfinder Office and TerraSync Professional) is $5,430 
+GST (pers. comm. GeoSystems, 5 May [both prices in New Zealand Dollars]). 
The attempt to take extensive GPS readings, other areal survey information, or the 
information in the SRS and condense this to a single point on a planning map will 
continue to be the toughest problem facing archaeologists and planners alike; especially 
when trying to take the concerns of the latter into account during the planning process. It 
is not really possible to incorporate the extensive data generated by archaeologists into 
the planning maps, and it also may not be possible to include it all in the District Plan. It 
is clear that other methods must be used in this instance. 
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7.3 Directions for Future Action 
Overall, taking archaeologists' concerns into consideration need not be a massive 
problem as long as there are set techniques and methods in place; carefully considered, 
widely disseminated, and closely adhered to in all cases. For the KDP, the most important 
thing that needs to be done is a careful examination of the legislation it quotes, to ensure 
it is following the most recent laws. The predictive model that was originally proposed 
when research was begun is still an excellent idea, which deserves further investigation. 
Unfortunately, more time and expertise is required than was available in this instance. 
The SRS is still the most complete and comprehensive database of archaeological 
sites in the country, and is likely to remain the sole national database. For this reason, it is 
vital that its records be maintained at as high a standard of completeness as possible. It is 
an unfortunate truth that not all files are at a high degree of accuracy, and that some are 
woefully out of date. It should be noted that for the most part the sites have been well 
recorded and contain references to other material for further information. However, the 
upgrade project remains the most important feature of the scheme at this point in time. 
Having as many site files updated as possible will prove a huge advantage in the long 
term and enable the protection of archaeological sites to be carried out in a more 
comprehensive manner. It would also be helpful to include GPS readings as much as 
possible; as it has been shown that these readings are more accurate than the six-figure 
grid references, and will be able to supplement written locational information. 
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The typological debate will remain as long as there is archaeology in the country 
to discuss and interpret. It is important to ensure that ones decisions regarding lumping 
versus splitting, and placement of site boundaries are carefully and fully explained and 
justified. The interpretation of the data thus provided is of equal if not greater importance 
to typology. The interface of archaeological knowledge and the planning process as 
regards typology is vital to the effective use of such knowledge. To date, this interface 
does not appear to be that effective. There is no indication in the KDP of an 
understanding of archaeological values, or the nature of site typologies, which suggests 
that there is a problem in the integration of archaeologists' knowledge. However, there is 
no way of knowing, at this level of investigation, where the problem lies. 
Of secondary importance is the need to agree on a single lexicon for dialogue 
about typology. It must be noted, however, that this may not be possible; there are too 
many participants in the typological debate for a consensus to be reached with ease. In 
relation to site recording and management an ideal situation would be the establishment 
of district-wide 'site limits' cf. Walton's 40m limit, to ensure uniformity in recording. 
This ideal is likely to be unachievable at worst, and extremely hard to put into practice at 
best; which simply means that clear description of techniques and justification of 
decisions made will be the most important feature in all cases regarding archaeological 
site typing. 
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It was noted in the Discussion and Analysis (Chapter Six) that each measurement 
made from CINZAS or GPS data to another point was done in a straight line, rather than 
to the same point. The conversion of extensive GPS data into a single-point co-ordinate 
on a planning map will continue to be a problem. At a technical level a consistent method 
of conversion would help; for instance, taking the centre of the site mapped by GPS and 
placing the co-ordinate/grid reference there. This could be the mid-point of a line, such as 
that for 032/49 (whaling station) or the centre of a site like 031114 (Elms Pa), as it is 
currently known. The entire GPS data could then be stored on another database, like GPS 
Pathfinder, or a GIS system like ArcGIS; which would then be made available to 
developers, contractors or other stakeholders expressing interest in specific sites. Another 
necessary feature of a system like this would be an unequivocal disclaimer that would 
inform enquirers that the 'dot' was not fully representative. The KDP already has such a 
disclaimer in place, in 'Appendix E - Archaeological Sites, Waahi Tapu and Historic 
Areas' that reads: 
"The grid references listed below for the Schedule of Recorded Archaeological 
Sites, also shown on the planning maps, do not indicate the exact location of an 
archaeological site. The grid references indicate that an archaeological site exists in 
the general vicinity" (KDC 2004:270). 
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It is important to note that the problems listed here are not insurmountable. The 
intersection of archaeologists' knowledge over the protection and management of 
archaeological sites into the planning process will not be easy, but that does not mean it 
cannot be smooth. As long as all parties concerned are aware of the limitations of the 
programs, hardware, and the SRS, then problems should be prevented from growing out 
of control. The most vital things to do are ensure clear communication between all 
parties, for archaeologists to be very clear on why they are grouping sites in a certain 
manner, and for developers/contractors and other stakeholders to realise their 
responsibilities under both the RMA and the HP A. If appropriate guidelines are accepted 
by all concerned and put into consistent practice, then there is no reason why the 
precious, and fragile archaeological heritage of the Kaikoura District cannot be preserved 
for years to come. 
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